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Darryl Boyd, Principal Planner

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of San Jose

200 East Santa Clara Street, 3 Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Re: Comments to Coyote Valley Specific Plan DEIR
Dear Mr. Boyd:

The County’s staff and consultants have reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan. Transmitted with this letter
are the following comments letters from County Departments and Consultants:

County Counsel;

Department of Planning and Development (“Planning”)

Roads and Airports Department (“Roads”);

Tylin International, Consultant to Roads (attachment A to Roads letter);
Parks and Recreation Department (“Parks”);

EMC Planning Group, Inc, Consultant to Park;

Balanced Hydrologics, Inc., Consultant to Parks; and

Department of Agriculture and Environimental Management.

0O NO Ul W

Each of the eight (8) letters identified above and transmitted together with this
letter are comments letters that require a response from the City under CEQA.

While the County appreciated the opportunity to review the DEIR for Coyote
Valley, we are disappointed in the narrow approach taken in analyzing,
disclosing, and mitigating the impacts from a project of this significance. The
CVSP represents a substantial change to a unique area and pursing this
development is likely to have profound effects outside the boundaries of the
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CVSP. The comments submitted are the result of a substantial effort on the part
of County staff and consultants to identify issues that concern the County and
areas where the DEIR needs to provide more information and analysis to disclose
the impacts of this project to the public and decision makers.

We look forward to your response.

L.

Peter Kutras, Jr.
County Executive

Singerely,

cc:  Board of Supervisors
Ann Miller Ravel, County Counsel
Santa Clara Valley Water District
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service _
California Department of Fish & Game
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Darryl Boyd, Principal Planner

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of San Jose

200 East Santa Clara Street, 3 Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Re: Santa Clara County’s Comments to Coyote Valley Specific Plan DEIR
Dear Mr. Boyd:

The letter comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Coyote Valley
Specific Plan. Various departments of the County of Santa Clara have commented on the
technical aspects of the DEIR. The purpose of this letter is to highlight the DEIR’s major legal

inadequacies the facts of which are discussed in detail in the other County department letters.

Program Level Document

It is unclear whether San Jose intends to limit the use of this environmental document to a
program level document or a combined program and project-specific document. Under Section
1.5.2 “Level of Environmental Review Provided by this EIR,” the DEIR states that this document
will be used to provide environmental review for the adoption of the CVSP. It also states,
however, that it may be used for a list of enumerated activities including “issuance of
development permits . . . .”” The DEIR must clearly state whether it is intended to be used on a
project specific basis for any of the components of the CVSP development. The DEIR lacks the
details of project design and implementation and related impacts analysis necessary to support
project level environmental clearance. Even if the City limits the use of this document to a
program level document, however, the DEIR analysis and disclosures fall far short of an
adequate program level document.

Incomplete Specific Plan

The DEIR’s inadequacies stem, in part, from the fact that the Coyote Valley Specific Plan
itself is incomplete. Under Government Code Section 65451, a specific plan is required to
include text and diagrams to specify, in detail, the following:
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(D The distribution, location, and extent of the uses of land, including open
space, within the area covered by the plan.

(2) The proposed distribution, location, and extent and intensity of major
components of public and private transportation, sewage, water, drainage,
solid waster disposal, energy, and other essential facilities proposed to be
located within the area covered by the plan and needed to support the land
uses described in the plan.

(3) Standards and criteria by which development will proceed, and standards
for the conservation, development, and utilization of natural resources,
where applicable.

4) A program of implementation measures including regulations, programs,
public works projects, and financing measures necessary to carry out
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3). Gov’t Code sec. 65451(a).

County staff and County consultants have identified numerous instances throughout the
DEIR where it lacks identification and analysis of impacts, defers impacts analysis, or defers
mitigations. Many of these issues arise because the Draft Specific Plan, as discussed in the
DEIR, does not meet the requirements of the Government Code set forth above. As stated on
page 25 of the DEIR, “[TThe financing, phasing and implementation strategies for the CVSP are
under preparation.” The DEIR does not provide any information regarding the phasing or
financing of this project.

The lack of a complete Specific Plan causes the DEIR to be inadequate in several ways.
One result is that the project description is incomplete. This prevents the public and agency
decision makers from fully understanding and commenting on the project. It also causes the
DEIR to be deficient as an informational document because the undefined aspects of the project
are not analyzed in the DEIR with respect to their potential environmental impacts and,
consequently, mitigation measures and alternatives are not identified and analyzed for these
unidentified impacts.

Lack of Phasing & Implementation Plan

To meaningfully evaluate the impacts from a plan of this size and complexity, a phasing
plan is necessary. Various elements of the plan are presumed to mitigate other parts of the plan.
For example, as discussed in the comment letter from County Roads Department, the project
assumes an internalization rate of 40% for traffic.' Projecting any internalization of traffic
necessarily depends on jobs and housing being located in close proximity af approximately the
same time. While the DEIR mentions the General Plan “triggers” that require 5,000 jobs prior to
housing being built, the DEIR does not incorporate these triggers into a required and enforceable

! This internalization rate exceeds known success rates. See County Roads’ comment letter, page 4.
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mitigation requirement. Likewise, the DEIR concludes that temporary traffic impacts are less
than significant because “the CVSP project shall phase traffic improvements commensurate with
what is required for the proposed development phase.” (p. 165 DEIR.) Without a concrete and
enforceable phasing plan, there is no way to determine which of the projects impacts are
“temporary” impacts and how long these “temporary” impacts will last. This is particularly
problematic because the project is expected to develop over the course of 25 to 50 years. When
the particular components of the project will be implemented is critical to evaluating the impacts
over time. This information and the related impact analyses are absent from the DEIR.

Inadequate Environmental Setting

The DEIR does not contain a comprehensive regional environmental setting discussion to
provide the perspective that this new urban area planned for 80,000 to 90,000 residents is
actually located in, and surrounded by, rural, agricultural, and park land. The text focuses only on
the setting within the CVSP area itself, much like a standard approach to developing a 25 acre
site. See comment letters from County Planning, County Parks, and County Parks’ consultants
EMC Planning Group, Inc. and Balanced Hydrologics, Inc.

In the County’s Parks’ Department comments to the NOP, the County provided specific
mformation regarding the regional importance of Coyote Creek County Park. Nonetheless, the
DEIR includes only 2 paragraphs discussing the existing land uses surrounding the CVSP area
and makes no mention of Coyote Creek or the land adjacent to the Creek. Under CEQA
Guidelines Sec. 15125(c), “[klnowledge of the regional setting is crifical to the assessment of
environmental impacts. Special emphasis should be placed on environmental resources that are
rare or unique to that region and would be affected by the project.” The DEIR fails to convey
any sense of the biological, recreational, and hydrological sensitivity of the area and provides no
context to disclose to the reader the dramatic land use change that this project will cause.

The courts have rejected such simplistic approaches to describing a project’s
environmental setting. In San Joaquin Raptor v. County of Stanislaus, 27 Cal.App. 4™ 713, 724-
729, the Court of Appeals found an environmental setting description legally inadequate where it
failed to describe the specific location and extent of the adjacent riparian habitat and left the
reader with the impression that the surrounding properties were non-descript farmland.

Inadequate and Deferred Analvsis

The lack of details regarding infrastructure designs and locations impairs the DEIR’s
disclosure and analysis of potential environmental impacts, which causes the DEIR to be
inadequate as an information document. The comments from the County Planning, Roads, and
Parks departments (and their consultants) all identify areas where the lack of project design and
detail limits the ability to evaluate the environmental impacts of the CVSP. For example, the
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DEIR does not identify the specific location of the major infrastructure components that will be
located east of Monterey Road. While City consultants have discussed future location and design
of bridge crossings, future roadway realignment of Monterey Road and grading plans at
Technical Advisory Committee meetings, the DEIR does not include these details. Likewise, the
DEIR defers determining the location of future infrastructure associated with the project such as
the water tank pipelines, access roads in the foothills and the alignment of the Bailey Avenue
extension over the western hills to the Almaden Valley (Bailey-over-the-Hill). The DEIR also
fails to identify the location for the groundwater recharge basins, merely stating that the basins
would be placed in areas where no existing wetlands, streams, or ponds will be impacted. (DEIR

422). Without specific designs and locations, it is not possible to adequately evaluate the
environmental impacts or the feasibility of proposed mitigations for the numerous infrastructure
facilities associated with the project.

The City of San Jose cannot defer the identification and mitigation of impacts to future
environmental review. In Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus, the court
explained that “[a] decision to tier environmental review does not excuse a governmental entity
from complying with CEQA's mandate to prepare, or cause to be prepared, an environmental
impact report on any project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” 48
Cal.App.4™ 182 (1996). The court also stated that tiering “is not a device for deferring the
identification of significant environmental impacts that the adoption of a specific plan can be
expected to cause.” /d. at 199.

The impacts of this project cannot be fully identified until these specific details are
included and analysis of impacts completed. Once that is done, the true impacts from this project
will likely be much greater than what is currently disclosed in the DEIR. Many of these impacts,
particularly on County roads and parks facilities, will be extra-territorial impacts for which the
City will need to evaluate feasible mitigation measures, such as a shared mitigation fee program.

Analysis Lacking Analytical Support

To facilitate CEQA’s information role, the EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just
the agency’s base conclusions or opinions. Laurel Heights v. The Regents of the University of
California, 47 Cal.3d 376, 405 (1988). Comments from the various County department letters
identify a number of areas where conclusions are made, but the DEIR does not provide evidence
to support the conclusions. For example, the DEIR assumes that most traffic trips from CVSP
will use US101 but provides no rationale for this conclusion.” Because of this unsupported
conclusion, the DEIR does not acknowledge or discuss the spillover effect of traffic to County-

? Identifying the basis for this assumption is particularly crucial because 10 segments of US101 are forecast to
operate at LOS F (extreme congestion) and the DEIR says that there are no feasible means to reduce this congestion.
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maintained roads which is likely to be dramatic and profound. See County Roads comment
letter. Likewise, throughout the biological section, the DEIR merely cites the City’s existing
Riparian Corridor Policy (providing for a 100 foot setback) and concludes that a multitude of
madequately analyzed biological impacts are avoided on this basis. This absence of meaningful
analysis is particularly egregious because prior to publishing the DEIR, there was a substantial
body of recent, site-specific, scientific literature, academic research, and regulatory agency
information available which identifies the need for riparian habitat corridors much greater than
the 100 feet cited in the DEIR. The DEIR does not make any effort to address these studies or
the unique environment of Coyote Creek.

Deferred Mitigation

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4 (2)(1)(B) states: “[F]ormulation of mitigation measures
should not be deferred until some future time. However, measures may specify performance
standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may be
accomplished in more than one specified way.” There are many instances where the DEIR
simply leaves the formulation of mitigation measures to the future without identifying any
specific standards which will apply. Many of the biological impacts are deferred by suggesting
that protocol surveys will be done in the future. Also, in evaluating the impacts of agricultural
mitigation, the DEIR merely states that the suitability of agricultural mitigation sites will be
“determined by an agricultural economist.” (p. 114 DEIR, see County Planning comment letter).
As stated by the Court in Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine, 119 Cal. App.4"™ 1261, 1275 (2004), *.
.. an agency goes too far when it simply requires a project applicant to obtain a biological report
and then comply with any recommendations that may be made in the report.” See also, San
Joagquin Raptor v. County of Merced, 149 Cal.App. 4™ 645, 669. This is precisely what the City
has done in a number of places in the DEIR. These deficiencies result in the DEIR’s failure to
fully assess the project’s impacts and the efficacy of the proposed (but undefined) mitigations.
Further, the DEIR suggests that many of the mitigations would not be made enforceable at the
time of project approval, using such language as “it is assumed that mitigation measures . . .
would be considered at the time of development.>”

Global Warming

The DEIR attempts to address the project’s global warming impacts by stating “in mitigating for
energy, traffic, and air quality impacts, the project has been designed to incorporate many of the

* One particularly egregious example is Impact BIO-33 which incorporates MM BIO-33.2 which notes that if habitat
designated by USFWS does not contain suitable habitat for the Bay checkerspot butterfly, then no mitigation is
required. Impact BIO-33 concludes on this basis that the impact of the future BOH roadway (design not disclosed in
the DEIR) has less than significant impact on special status animal species. This conclusion is completely
unwarranted.
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identified mitigation measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.” This conclusory
assumption does not adequately address this issue. The DEIR needs to provide a quantitative
analysis of the project’s global warming impacts and to what extent certain identified mitigation
measures will address these impacts. As discussed above, many impacts are either not identified
in the DEIR or are understated. In addition, many of the mitigations are either deferred, or not
specific enough to actually serve as mitigation measures.

Water Supply

In addition to the lack of feasible water supply or adequate alternatives (see County
Planning memo), the incomplete analysis of biological impacts and hydrological impacts does
not accurately disclose the impacts of pumping groundwater to serve the project. A thorough
analysis of these complex, interrelated issues will likely demonstrate that it is necessary to reduce
groundwater pumping to mitigate for biological and hydrological impacts. If groundwater
pumping is reduced, the water supply for development is likewise reduced. The DEIR must be
revised to include a more accurate biological and hydrological impact analyses, and the water
supply issue must be reanalyzed in light of these analyses.

Economic and Social Impacts

The DEIR should also consider the secondary or indirect environmental consequences of
economic and social changes. For example, the DEIR states that it will not divide an existing
community. While there is only a small portion of the historic Coyote Valley community left,
there is a community with historical value that will be physically divided by this project. The
physical change caused by economic or social effects of a project may be regarded as a
significant effect in the same manner as any other physical change resulting from the project.
Bishop Area v. County of Inyo, 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 169. The implementation of the CVSP over
the next 25-50 years will draw significant attention and resources away from existing County and
City services and operations. There will be an increasing need over time for community services
and improvements, including basic police and fire services. The fiscal needs of Coyote Valley
may draw County and City resources away from other such areas such as the Urban pockets.
Annexing the Coyote Valley land could cause the Urban pockets to be relegated to a lower
priority which will result in physical impacts due to lack of services and attention to
infrastructure needs. (See County Planning letter.)

Alternatives

The depth and range of alternatives included within the DEIR is insufficient. There are
only five (5) alternatives® discussed and they are discussed in a purely cursory fashion. “The

* For example, the City’s Lowe’s project EIR discussed 12 alternatives.
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core of an EIR is the mitigation and alternatives sections. The Legislature has declared it the
policy of the State to “consider alternatives to proposed actions affecting the environment.”
Citizens of Goleta, 52 Cal.3d at 564-565 (1990). Further “[i]t is the policy of the state that public
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental
effects of such projects.” Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553, 564-
565 (1990). The DEIR identifies 33 significant, unavoidable impacts for the project. Had the

DEIR adequately analyzed all of the project’s impacts, this number would likely be much greater.
Thus, it is essential that a sufficient range of alternatives be discussed to provide the decision
makers with meaningful information on which to base their decision.

- The proposed project consists of a Specific Plan which will result in up to 25,000
residences and 50,000 jobs within a 3,400 acre area which currently consists of mostly rural
undeveloped land. It is a new city of the population of Mountain View in a much more
condensed area. The DEIR, as presently written, dramatically understates the environmental
impacts of this project. Even so, the CVSP DEIR discloses that the project will result in many
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts including impacts to regional roads, air
quality, agricultural lands, open space, and visual resources. Given the size of the project, its
regional importance, and the disclosure that numerous significant environmental impacts will
result from the project, a reasonable range of alternatives would have incorporated variations in
density, size, and design of the Specific Plan to properly disclose to the public and decision-
makers how alternatives could reasonably reduce the listed environmental impacts. The City
Council, was in fact, informed in July, 2005, that a number of alternatives would be considered
and the reasons for selecting or not selecting them would be included in the DEIR. See July 1,
2005 Memo from Stephen M. Haase to City Council, Attachment 1.° The DEIR does not contain
any discussion regarding why some of the alternatives in this memorandum were not analyzed.

In addition, the alternatives selected are discussed purely on a qualitative basis. While
CEQA does not require the same level of detail to be included in the alternatives section, it does
require quantitative analyses so that decision makers can make informed decisions. CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.6(d) Evaluation of Alternatives states, “The EIR must include
sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major characteristics and
significant environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison.”
The DEIR does not provide any quantitative information or matrix to compare the few
alternatives that are presented. Therefore, the alternatives analysis in the DEIR fails to comply
with CEQA and must be revised.

* Downloaded from the City’s Coyote Valley Specific Plan website, June 28, 2007.
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Finally, the alternatives analysis is unduly constrained by the narrowness of the project
objectives. The overall objectives of the plan and its development outcomes should be more
generalized or “distilled” from the geographic setting of Coyote Valley in order to allow adequate
evaluation of true alternatives, not just the alternatives for the use of the Development Area of
Coyote Valley.

Revise DEIR and Recirculate

Because this document does not adequately describe the project and the existing setting,
defers the study of impacts, defers identifying and evaluating the feasibility of mitigations, defers
the establishment of performance standards for “to-be-determined” mitigations, and fails to
discuss a reasonable range of alternatives in a meaningful manner, the DEIR does not achieve the
most basic function for which it is intended. The DEIR will not inform the public and agency
decision-makers about the CVSP project impacts, and whether and to what extent those impacts
can be avoided through feasible mitigation measures or alternatives.

This DEIR, in its present state, cannot be certified because significant, unmitigated
environmental effects have not been disclosed. Further, this DEIR cannot serve as the basis for a
statement of overriding considerations for unmitigated environmental effects that have been
disclosed because measures necessary to mitigate or avoid those effects have not been properly
analyzed and found to be infeasible. “CEQA does not authorize an agency to proceed with a
project that will have significant, unmitigated effect on the environment . . . unless the measures
necessary to mitigate those effects are truly infeasible.” City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of
the California State University, 39 Cal. 4th 341 (2006).

The DEIR must be rewritten to provide a disclosure document that accurately reflects the
impacts of bringing high-density urban development to Coyote Valley.

Very truly yours,

W Rl

ANN MILLER RAVEL
County Counsel
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INFORMATION

PURPOSE

On April 5, 2005, the City Council held a public hearing to accept the third progress report
regarding the Coyote Valley Specific Plan which addressed the approach to the CVSP
Environment Impact Report (EIR), the potential impact of the CVSP on job growth in North San
Jose and Downtown, and the commumty involvement process for the South Coyote Valley
Greenbelt area.

The City Council accepted the third progress report and directed staff to identify the project
alternatives to be studied in the EIR and forward them to the City Council, via an informational
memorandum.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ALTERNATIVES

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that an EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An
EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project, but must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public
participation. :
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In the City’s capacity as the lead agency, the Director of Planning, Building and Code
Enforcement is responsible for selecting the appropriate project alternatives for examination.
Staff has worked with the CVSP Technical Advisory Committee, several project focus groups
and the public in order to capture public and agency input on what altemnatives (or issues to be
considered in the formulation of alternatives) should be considered as part of the CVSP EIR.

Since the last progress report staff has conducted additional public outreach and released the
Notice of Preparation (NOP) on June 1, 2005. The comment period for the NOP concludes on
July 5, 2005. The EIR team of City staff and David J. Powers and Associates will include any
comments not already received into the considerations for the EIR process. As the NOP review
process draws to a close, staff felt there was now enough information to create the draft list of
EIR alternatives for public distribution. '

The range of alternatives in the Coyote Valley Specific Plan EIR will be primarily focused on
those alternatives that can avoid or reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts that
result from the preferred land use plan. Some alternatives may also be included in response to
strong stakeholder sentiment for assessment of alternative project designs not expected to reduce
environmental impacts. A draft matrix of the potential alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR is .
attached entitled “Potential EIR Alternatives”. This matrix lists the potential alternatives to be .
analyzed, identifies the environmental impact that each alternative is intended to eliminate or
reduce, and provides a brief summary of the alternative. The final decision on alternatives to be
considered in the EIR, and their description, cannot be made until the initial environmental
impact analysis has been completed and the project impacts are known and quantified. This will
occur during the Administrative Draft EIR stage, prior to the public review of the Draft EIR.

The Environmental Impact Report will also include a discussion of alternatives that were
considered, but not further evaluated, because they do not eliminate or reduce a potential
significant environmental impact, meet the primary project objectives of the plan, and/or meet
the feasibility test for implementing the proposed Coyote Valley Specific Plan. These
alternatives may include, but are not limited to, allowing urban development in the South Coyote
Greenbelt, switching the location of the Greenbelt with Mid-Coyote, and moving the Urban
Growth Boundary northward from Palm Avenue to preclude any future urban development in
Mid-Coyote.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, staff is committed to preparing an EIR for the CVSP that has been completed in
compliance with CEQA and fully evaluates a reasonable range of project alternatives to the
proposed plan. The CVSP EIR will provide the City Council and the public the opportunity to -
understand the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Coyote Valley Specific Plan,
including a comparison with alternatives that may avoid or lessen potentially significant
environmental impacts.
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This draft alternatives matrix reflects the EIR team’s judgment about the alternatives based on
the best information currently available. Upon completion of the environmental data collection,
analysis and the Administrative Draft EIR, we will verify and modify the alternatives as
appropriate. The CVSP EIR is arguably the largest, most challenging EIR the City has ever
prepared due to the size and complexity of the proposed project. Staff is very mindful of the
need to conduct the EIR process in a professional, complete and timely manner. The EIR team is
already well into environmental data analysis particularly for traffic and biology, in order to
prepare the ADEIR and circulate the DEIR on schedule.

TEPmNM HAASE, DIRECTOR

Planmng, Building and Code Enforcement

attachment
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CVSP EIR Project Allematves

Intent of Possible EIR Alternatives

PROJECT ALTERNATIVE(s)

OBJECTIVE(s)

DESCRIPTION

“No Project” Alternative

The pupose of the "ro prjs emathe is 10 aliow
dedisionmakers (o compare the impacts of approving the
propesed profect with the impadss of not appioving 1. The na
moject aternative is ret the baseline for determining tha
proposed projedt’s significent environmental impacts.,

Required by CECA
Paotential impacts fram the CVSP woek! be lampnmiily aveided
Impadts resulting from existing entitiemants in North Coyote would not changs

Land Use Plan/infrastructure
Alternatives

No Central Lake Altemative

This afternative is intendad to analyze lechniques other than the
centrat fake that mitigate fooding and water quality impact:
and (o compare cost implications of each.

May result in a nel increase in consarvation areas for natural esiogical and
riparian habitz

A multidakre approach would polentially increase the waler temparatures in the
creek systems and impadt aquatic habitals

Na Intemnal Transit Syster Allemative

This ahtemative wauid consider the env
adding more projact vehide inps 1 the
transporation natwerk and reduce core
private development

mental impacts of
mat and regional

infrestructure costs on

May result in an increase in the ameunt of “in vadiey” vehicle tips

Way result in an increase in impenious surace dus (0 nead for agditional surlace
2nd garege parking within the plan ama

[ncrease in vehick trips would add to air quaity impacis

Altemate Internal Trans’t System
Afignments

This aktemnative is intended 1 analyze ciher internal trangit
alignments, techinaiagies, and compare the cost wpu:amns of
each,

Potentially reduce the proximiy of transi! stops 1o residantial rezhbornoods and

resuh in an increase in tha amount of "in vahey” vehicie trips
May result in an increase in impervicus areas due 1o nead for

and garage parking within tha plan 2rea

ingrease in vehicle trips would add 1o air qualty impadts

additiona! surface

Maintain Fisher Croek Alignment and
incorparate a second reach.

This atemative is intendad to analyze the eptien of enhancing
1he existing Fisher Creek alignment, with and without adding a3
second reach in ordar (o daal with fioeding and water quality
impads, and 2nalyze cost impications of each,

Flow rates of Fisher Creek could be inceased andmay resull in a highar rale ¢f
erosion along the areek's banks

A sacond reach aiong Fisher Creek may be requiad for increased fiow rate and
ficos storaga capasity, and may resull in Engacts on exisling welands

This ahemative would require permids from the Reguiatory Agendies

No Parkway Aflemative (Arten'al Street
Grid System)

This zhemative would assess artesal streel systems and
networks other than the parkway sysiem by analyzing Level of
Senvce (LOS) impacts and other emnvimnmental consequances.

Likely resu® in different traffic LOS within the project
Anticpated that all other impacts weuld remain unchanged frem project

“Greenbelt Alliance® Altemnative

The “Greenbel Altance plan® allemaive will analyre alftemaiive
poied designs including intermnal transporiation fiow, Nood
storage and slommwater impacts, in addition io schoot locations

Would combine ather indraduzl sllematives intd one package intiuding anterial
street giid sysiem, no central faxe with existing Fisher Creek aignment
reconstructed 1o accommodate fiooing, wetland resioration and water quafily

and student numbers by stakehcider
groups.

Would indude atemalive prepat design and land use distridbution
This Atemative woukd rensim namis fmm tha Racifainry Anencas

Reduced Scale Alternative

Redused Urban Foolprint

The "Reduced Footprnt® atemative wauid retain the proposaed
peopzct on kess tand area, resulting in higer gavelopment
aensities, elc, and analyze whelher signficant impasts canbe
minimized andior avcidad by Enpacting less land zrea.

(ncreased peojed densiies on a smatier wrban footprnt would polentially praserve
more open space, reduce/avold boogical impacts, reduce fooding and water
quahly impacts,

All gther impadts from the propesed development of Coyole Vahay would fixely
rerain the same, particulady ranspenation of increase (visual)

Reduced Total Housing Units

The "Reduced Housing Units™ atemative will consider the
environmental consequances of a reduction in the 1otal number
of housing units proposad and whather there would be a possitie
reduction in the amoun! o inlrastructure required ta support a
reduced proiact,

A reduction in the amount of propesed housing unds would potentially resull in 2
smahar urban fostpednt or a lower overall prosec density, and reduced biciogy
impacts

A redugtion in the amount of housing wauld addtionzily reduce the number of
wehicke lnps in the planning area and thareby lessen the impadis related to

o pic

Redustd Industnal Development!

The "Reduced Industrial Cevelopment” aternative will consider
whether a reduction in tha amount of industrialollice
daveipment would reduce the 2maunt of environmentdl impacts
and the amount of infrastrutiure fequired 1o suppod the planned
deveiopment, intiuding improvements to Balley Avenus overthe.
hill

A reduction in the amount &f industrial gevelopment planned would potentialy
resutt in a smaber urban footprnt or lower density and potentially reduce biclogy
impacts

A reduttion in the amount of industial development shauid additionally reduce
the number of vehicle trips wihin and culside the planning area (ie., Higtway
101 & Baliay Avenug) and thereby lessen the impacts related (o ranspontation
angd gt quality.

Reduced Housing Unts and Industria!
Development

The “Reduced Housing and industrial” allemative woukd cover
the same urban foctprint as the propesed projact: howeaver, the
elal development would be &t a lower density.  Overail this
afternalive would b2 expectad to resull in kess impacts and
require k2ss infrastructure {i.e., sanitary and stormwater

Ballay Avenus over-the-hiletc.).

This attemative would potentially reduse most significant impads from the
proposed dnvnbpmem including tess traffic, slorm water storage capadity, water
quaity and potentiatly avoid impacis 1o
Fishar Creek

Impacts o Highway 101 and Baitzy Avenus may be redused or avoided

frastructure imp:

Job/Housing Balance Aliernative

JobHousing balance within the Specdic
fan area

is atemaive would analyze the proposed project with an
intemal balance between jobs and heusing and considar fts
effects on the overal Clty as a balanced community and any
related transportation impacis.

This akemative would potentially balance the intamal vehicla tips and thereby
raduce transponation impacts on the regicnal transpontation netwerk (ie, Highway
01)

HMost other impacts would likely remain constant or increase

Chywide job g balance This ive would analyze the proied with ahigherranga of | An increase in the number of prsject jobs would be expetied (o increase the
industrizioflice jobs 1o beiter achizve the Citywids jobs and amount of extemal vehicle tips, thareby intreasing transpertaiion impacts ontha |
housmg gogls, and assess ks effacts on the overall Cly, regional and intemal transpontation nelvwerks

Aarty transportation. This &l is dtobe Most gther impacts would Tikely ramain constant or increase
s:rﬂar o uy= “Reduced Housing Units” aliemative. .
This stemative wouid consider other schodl sites and different This atemative ts unlikely to reduce any projedt impacts and is inclutzd 10 assass
N campus dasigns and sizes within the pmiad area the col uances of more ypica! “suburban® school site standands and designs
Alternate School Sites 4 & h P nees P s “

Alternative Location Analysis

Retocating the proposed number of
housing urits and jobs within the existing
City lim3s and 2woid development in
Ceyoie Valey

This atemative would consider abandening development in
Coycle Valiay whila di ing the intanded devex
28,000 housing units and 50,000 jobs) within the existing City
fimits.

pmant (approx,

This allernative would aveid impacts within Coyole Valisy such as bobgy
hydraiogy, noise, histeric and culural resources, 10ss ¢of agricultural land, ar

hazargous materials.

Emvironmental impacts would be transierred 1o ciher kacations with the Ciy, there

weutd be no “reverse commate® banefits, no decreass in air quaity

Relocating the propesed project euiside of
Santa Clara County

ai
Ceur‘y dcperxrng on the new keation chcsm for tha
deveicpment. Howaver, this alemathve wouid not meat the
oroicls gca’s ard cliects 10 accommodate the neadad housing

and jobs within the Cdy of San Jose.

This altemalive would avoid impacts within Coyete Valizy such as biclegy,
hydrology, noise, historic and culiural rescurces, agriculture, end hazardous
matarals. However, impacts would be transferred on a regional scale, indluding
the ransportalion and assodiated air quatity impads
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County of Santa Clara

Department of Planning and Development
Planning Office

County Government Ceniter, East Wing, 7th Floor
70 wWest Hedding Street

San Jose, California 95110-1705

(408) 209-5770 FAX (408} 288-9198
www.sceplanning.org

June 19, 2007

Mr. Daryl Boyd, Principal Planner

Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement
City of San Jose

200 East Santa Clara Street, 3™ Floor

San Jose, CA 95113-1905

RE: Coyote Valley Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report Comments
SCH # 2005062017

Dear Mr. Boyd:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP). We appreciate the additional time afforded for
review by the revised and extended comment period. Planning Office staff have reviewed the
documents and compiled our comments, which are organized by topic and DEIR sections.

GENERAL COMMENTS

One of the main objectives of County General Plan is to direct new urban development into
existing urbanized areas and preserve and protect existing rural communities and natural
resources, which include important agricultural resources, natural biological communities, open
space, and viewsheds. Although plans for the future development of Coyote Valley have been
included within San Jose’s General Plan documents for many years, the actual feasibility and
costs of implementing those plans have not been studied until now. The County is concerned
that the construction of a new city in Coyote Valley under the Coyote Valley Specific Plan
(CVSP) will be inconsistent with certain regional goals, objectives and policies of the County
General Plan.

More specifically, the County is also concerned that the Draft EIR prepared for the Specific Plan
does not provide full disclosure and analysis of the environmental impacts associated with the
proposed Specific Plan. Further analysis is needed to evaluate the extent of environmental
impacts from the Specific Plan upon rural communities within unincorporated areas of the
County and natural resources, including parks, open space, cultural, agricultural, and natural
resources. Furthermore, because the project will result in over 30 significant and (stated)
unavoidable environmental impacts, a much more in-depth discussion is necessary regarding

possible mitigation measures and potential alternatives to the plan which could feasibly reduce
these impacts.

Board of Supervisors: Donald F Gage, Blanca Alvarado. Pete McHugh. Ken Yeager. Liz Kniss S
County Exccutive: Peter Kutras. Jr. 008



LAND USE PLANNING / URBAN DESIGN COMMENTS

The CVSP combines a proposal for major urban expansion with concepts often referred to as
“smart growth” or “new urbanism” higher density urban design. It represents the single most
significant proposal for a major Urban Service Area (USA) expansion in the last 25-30 years in
Santa Clara County, and it has implications for future expansion proposals that may be proposed,
particularly by Morgan Hill or Gilroy, the only two other cities with similar large areas of flat,
valley agricultural lands into which expansion of the USA may occur.

County General Plan policies reflecting countywide urban growth and development policies
jointly adopted by cities, Santa Clara County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO),
and the County favor urban infill and redevelopment over further significant expansion of the
urbanized area. This policy, which originated with the jointly developed Urban
Development/Open Space Plan of 1973 was the foundation of current countywide growth
management policies, LAFCO policies, and City Urban Service Areas. It remains the
cornerstone of County General Plan goals and policies to require urban development be located
only within cities and USAs, with lands outside USAs to remain non-urban and for conservation
of natural resources. USA expansion may be considered to accommodate urban growth, but not
if it causes unwarranted impacts to conservation of natural resources or results in regional
impacts that outweigh the possible benefits of such expansion. Weighing the fiscal,
environmental, and regional planning implications of the proposed CVSP will be one of the most
significant tests of these overall policies and strategies since the adoption of the USAs.

The density prescriptions driving the CVSP were set by San Jose’s City Council and may or may
not represent the best fit with the constraints of the setting. The density prescriptions set forth at
the outset of the CVSP as planning objectives include 50,000 industry jobs and 25,000 housing
units, minimum. These objectives have their purpose but are essentially arbitrary. The primary
reason for San Jose’s considering urban development in Coyote Valley is to add revenue-
producing employment and land uses, commercial and industrial/office particularly. One
outcome of accornmodating this much density and a population of approximately 75,000+
residents (25,000 units, minimum) is high core densities, but also relatively high densities at the
urban edge, which is likely to have long term implications for adjoining rural, agricultural lands.

Nodes. paths. boundaries. urban form. rural interface (high densities at urban edge. along Covote
Creek Park lands)

The draft Land Use diagram for the CVSP’s new city provides an adequate measure of urban
nodes, paths, vistas, and other fundamental elements of well-patterned urban form. The concept,
however, of juxtaposing high density residential and multi-story office buildings at the edges of
the USA, particularly along the eastern boundary of the Coyote Creek Park chain and along Palm
Avenue (a rural two-lane road) is a stark and contrasting interface with the existing rural lands.

It may have long-term impacts for the County’s ability to maintain rural character and limit uses
to non-urban development of lands outside USAs, and this design element should be
reconsidered to better blend or merge with these non-urban landscapes, in valley agricultural
lands, Coyote Creek Park, and adjoining hillside areas.

CVSP DEIR County Planning Office Comments 2
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Inflationary effects on surrounding rural hillside and farmland values.

Land values have already begun to inflate in rural surrounding hillsides and valley lands due to
the preparation of the CVSP. That trend will continue. It will have direct and indirect impacts on
the ability to protect agricultural lands, protect and/or acquire open space, and maintain policies
for rural, non-urban land use outside the Urban Growth Boundary.

Density impacts on the unmet and egrowing demand for recreational plaverounds and sports
fields. effect on greenbelt area.

There 1s growing public attention concerning the generally unmet demand of the urban
population for large scale, active recreational facilities, such as sports fields for organized soccer.
The CVSP places a large future population with similar demands in the upper and middle
portions of Coyote Valley, with some limited urban parks and greenways, but it creates even
more demand for recreational land uses that have been difficult to provide within the urban area.

Major sports field complexes needed to meet urban population needs are not defined as
allowable uses within rural, non-urban lands under the countywide growth management policies
and the County’s Land Use Plan and Zoning Ordinance, unless within publicly-owned parks
designed for those purposes. Demand will increase to convert portions of the Coyote Greenbelt
lands and other non-urban areas to such uses on private property, for proximity to the new city
proposed in the CVSP and to serve the other neighborhoods of San Jose. The DEIR needs to
more adequately address the likelihood of these impacts and possible implications for rural land
use policies, rather than assume these land use needs of the urban population will simply be met
in some benign way. Public land acquisition for these uses could occur within Coyote Valley,
but is not fully addressed. '

Parking and automobile accommodation versus density. transit-oriented plan.

The CVSP attempts to balance the present need for the automobile with the goal of reducing
such dependence. It has an advanced set of concepts for pedestrian and internal transit services.
There should be, however, a stronger link with both regional rail and light rail systems,

particularly in light of the significant traffic impacts on Hwy. 101, and other north-south roads
and thoroughfares.

Many have commented that non-industry driven jobs are probably underestimated. If so, they
will create greater overall housing demand than anticipated, which will largely have effects
within San Jose and other nearby cities.

Competing goals and objectives for downtown revitalization. North First Street, and annexation
of existing unincorporated islands.

If the challenges of making a new city work outlined in the CVSP are any indication,
implementation of the CVSP over 25-50 years will draw significant attention and resources from
existing City services and operations. Added to these competing interests is the city’s obligation
to annex and serve the urban unincorporated islands or “pockets” that already exist and are
developed within the City’s core. There will be an increasing need over time for community

CVSP DEIR County Planning Office Comments
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services and improvements to the pockets, services the County no longer provides, not to
mention the costs of basic police and fire services as these pockets annex. As housing stock,
streets, and other infrastructure age, the urban pockets will need more planning, community
improvement services, and public infrastructure investments, not fewer. Annexing the islands
will have direct service cost impacts, which need to be planned for and addressed rather than
ignored indefinitely. There is a distinct possibility that in addressing the competing service and
fiscal needs between Coyote Valley and existing incorporated areas of San Jose, the needs of the
urban pockets will be relegated to lower priority, potentially frustrating efforts to successfully
annex them and meet their planning needs.

COMMENTS ON THE APPROACH OF THE COYOTE VALLEY SPECIFIC PLAN EIR

The use of a Program EIR may allow a level of flexibility in the analysis of environmental
impacts resulting from a project, and may allow for the future analysis of specific environmental
impacts where specific information is not available at the time the Program EIR is prepared.
However, a Program EIR must still provide adequate analysis and full disclosure of
environmental impacts to the extent that they are known and can be feasibly analyzed during the
EIR process. It appears that in many instances, the Draft EIR for the Coyote Valley Specific
Plan attempts to disclose the environmental impacts and but then defers analysis of
environmental impacts to later studies. In addition, the EIR makes assumptions about future
actions and decisions which will affect the current determination regarding whether the project
will result in significant environmental impacts. These assumptions are made without providing
a rationale or set of performance measures which must be adhered to in the future. Finally, for a
project of this size and scale which will result in over 30 stated significant and unavoidable
impacts, the discussion of alternatives to the proposed project needs to be expanded and better
explained.

COMMENTS ON SECTIONS WITHIN THE DRAFT EIR
PROJECT OBJECTIVES / TIMING

Page 7 - It is unclear if the Specific Plan can be adopted based on the self-imposed “triggers”
listed in the EIR. As stated, pre-conditions to adoption of a Coyote Valley Specific Plan is the
existence of 5,000 jobs in North Coyote Valley Campus and fiscal stability. However, it appears
that these triggers have not been met, thus making it unclear if the plan can be adopted at this
-time.

Page 25 - The EIR later states that the first action associated with adoption of the project would
be the “incorporation of the Coyote Valley Planned Community” into the General Plan. What is
the relationship between the Coyote Valley Planned Community and the Coyote Valley Specific
Plan? By adopting the Coyote Valley Planned Community, to what actions will the City be
committed? Does the City of San Jose intend to certify the Coyote Valley Specific Plan EIR in
order to first adopt or approve the Coyote Valley Planned Community?

CVSP DEIR County Planning Office Comments 4
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CONSISTENCY W/ OTHER PLANS

P. 62 (Section 3.1.3.8), Consistency w/ San Jose Policy #4, common open space contiguous to
parks and open space areas. It is doubtful that meaningful buffer transition areas would be
provided on a project-level basis adjacent to Coyote Creek Park Chain or rural hillside or
farmland, given the described densities. At the project level, these buffer objectives will
compete with the need to meet density prescriptions, provide other amenities, and achieve profit.
It would be more prudent and effective to prescribe more adequate buffers and better transition
to rural areas in the Plan itself.

P. 86 (Section 3.1.3.8) - DEIR refers to Policy R-GD 9 of County General Plan, which addresses
the possible use of “area plans” for rural unincorporated lands, and it states the CVSP is a similar
planning approach and therefore consistent with R-GD 9. R-GD 9 is not actually relevant to the
subject of urban expansion and Specific Plans for urbanization on the scale of Coyote Valley. It
is relevant only to the use of area or community plans for rural unincorporated areas that may
benefit from more detailed policies and implementation measures to address areawide issues,
development constraints, or other planning matters. San Martin is one example.

p. 86 (Section 3.8.1.1)- DEIR references only two of the many goals, policies, and strategies of
the County General Plan related to agricultural land preservation. It concludes that based on the
maintenance of the non-urban buffer lands or “Coyote Greenbelt” the project is consistent with
County goals and policies to preserve agricultural lands and promote agriculture. Proposed
strategies for encouraging “urban-edge” agriculture within the Coyote Greenbelt are consistent
with the County General Plan, but the conversion of major portion of the Coyote Valley to urban
development is not addressed in relation to these policies. See policies pp. H-28 — H-32 and pp.
0-32 — 0-38 of County General Plan. The DEIR needs to address these County Policies.-

P. 87-88 (Section 3.8.1.2) - DEIR addresses the consistency of the project with County General
Plan policies C-GD 14 - 18, which dre a subset of the overall growth management policies of the
“Growth & Development Chapter” relevant to the project. Policies C-GD 1 through C-GD 10
are not addressed, although these policies are more important and provide the larger context for
discussion of policies C-GD 14 — 18 specifically regarding future planning for Coyote Valley.
The DEIR concludes that the draft CVSP is consistent with policies C-GD 14 — 18, although
there will be potential significant adverse impacts to rural surrounding lands, the South County
cities of Morgan Hill and Gilroy, and to regional roadways, contrary to the intent of these
policies. The CVSP is not fully consistent with the policies and issues addressed in C-GD 14- 18,
and could more consistent if it better took into account alternative to avoid or minimize impacts.
The DEIR does not adequately address the consistency of the overall project with joint
countywide urban growth and USA expansion policies reflected in the policies C-GD 1 - 10,
which largely promote urban infill and redevelopment over major urban expansion.

DEIR does not address the relevancy or impact of applicable policies regarding Coyote Valley
contained in the South County Joint Area Plan. These policies were jointly adopted by the
County, Morgan Hill, and Gilroy in 1989. County General Plan policies include SC 19.0 through
19.5, pp. T-22 to T-23 of Book B of the General Plan.

CVSP DEIR County Planning Office Comments
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LAND USE

p. 95 (Section 4.1.1.3) - County Zoning Districts in valley portions of CVSP are A-20ac. and A-
40ac., with various portions having “-sr”” Scenic Road zoning.

p.98 (Section 4.1.1.3) Fig. 4.1-1 does not depict County Zoning, contrary to statement in second
paragraph. County minimum lot sizes under “A” Zoning are either 20 or 40 acres, depending on
General Plan designation of Agriculture-Medium Scale, or Agriculture-Large Scale, respectively.
DEIR alludes to “AR, Agricultural Ranchlands” but not “HS Hillside” district for surrounding
hillside lands. If the DEIR intends to describe and discuss the relevancy of the County General
Plan Land Use designations for surrounding hillside or mountainous lands, it should include
“Ranchlands” and accompanying AR zoning, not just HS Hillside zoning.

p. 100 (Section 4.1.1.3) LAFCO Annexation policies are described in detail, but DEIR omits
mention of LAFCO Urban Service Area policies, which are more germane. Annexation policies
are largely irrelevant if the USA expansion were ultimately to be approved. Afterwards,
annexation would not involve LAFCO approval as a city-conducted annexation. The DEIR
should also address the USA policies that are relevant.

p. 105 (Section 4.1.2.1 Thresholds) - Six bulleted thresholds of significance are listed, but are
not utilized to organize the discussion and mitigation of impacts. The ensuing discussion is
organized according to issues such as land use conflicts from and to the project itself, a
seemingly random selection of issues related to various thresholds, and a discussion of certain of
these issues with regard to mitigations. Organizationally, it would be easier to follow and
understand if organized according to the thresholds listed, and thresholds numbered. As
presented, the County is unable to determine whether impacts and mitigations for each of the
identified impacts have been adequately evaluated overall.

p. 106 (Section 4.1.2.3) - the DEIR describes impacts from construction of “an intense urban
development” adjacent to the Greenbelt. However, the impacts described are largely adverse
impacts to future residents within this intensely developed urban area from agricultural and other
rural uses, and there is little or no discussion of the adverse impacts to the continuation of
agricultural or rural residential uses from such intense adjacent urbanization. There is also
discussion of the County’s Right to Farm ordinance provisions, as if it would have a significant
bearing on avoiding or mitigating impacts to agricultural uses and zones. It concludes that
appropriate urban design of future high density urban development will mitigate impacts to
urban residents from adjacent agriculture and rural uses to a less than significant level. Such
conclusions are merely speculative with no adequate guidance or performance measures. Given
the high densities prescribed for residential uses next to the greenbelt, it is more likely that the
intensive urbanization of land in the UGB will have significant adverse, unmitigated impacts on
the ability or interest of rural property owners to engage in agriculture, for either crops or
livestock, and maintain other rural uses. These impacts and their potential mitigations must be
evaluated and discussed in the DEIR.

Page 106 —The DEIR states (sixth paragraph) that the proposed project would be required to
comply with future CVSP Design Guidelines to reduce the likelihood of land use compatibility
impacts. This discussion and reference to mitigation is uncodified and does not set any
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performance standards. How is it reasonable to assume that impacts here will be less than
significant based on adherence to future guidelines which have not yet been drafted? At the
present, San Jose does not have any adopted guidelines that address land use issues arising
between highly developed urban areas (CVSP) and rural, agricultural land. Thus, it is unclear
how the existing San Jose guidelines serve as a standard for future guidelines referred to as
“mitigation.” At a minimum, specimen design guidelines, applicable to the CVSP environment,
should have been developed and set forth in the DEIR as a basis for consideration. Even so,
design guidelines are extremely limited in their ability to mitigate impacts from inconsistent uses.

Page 107 — Discussion here (second paragraph) states that the City will consider the adoption of
a similar complimentary ordinance to the County ‘s Agricultural Rights, Disclosure and Dispute
Resolution Ordinance, which implies that this is a mitigation measure. This does not provide
any direction, assurances, or standards but only a suggestion. Please elaborate.

p. 110 (Section 4.1.2.6) - DEIR addresses consistency with LAFCO annexation policies, but
overlooks LAFCO Urban Service Area (USA) policies. Toannex the lands in question, they
must first be included within the USA. Annexation policies are of little actual relevance. The
DEIR states that subject area would not be difficult to serve in terms of physical or geographic
issues, but does not address fiscal or municipal organization issues. It should indicate much of
the fiscal impact analysis is to be addressed in a separate report if that is what is intended.

'p. 111 —“Once the General Plan is amended and the CVSP is adopted, the proposed project
would not be allowed to conflict with a land use plan or policy that was adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact.” Please explain further, as this appears to be
circular logic. In fact, the CVSP does present a conflict with applicable County General Plan
goals and policies in place for over 25 years that are expressly intended to avoid environmental
impacts to rural area resources.

p. 111 (Section 4.1.2.8) - DEIR addresses conflicts with land use plans and policies adopted for
purposes of avoiding or mitigating environmental impacts. It concludes that the project would
not be inconsistent with such plans. However, there is no emphasis on or significant discussion
provided regarding either LAFCO or countywide urban growth management policies reflected in
the County General Plan to the effect that massive open space loss and agricultural land losses
would be avoided if urban development were not proposed for Coyote Valley and was directed
to within the existing urbanized areas.

p. 112 (Section 4.1.2.9) - DEIR concludes project would not physically divide an established
community. Little remains of the historic community of Coyote. However, what does remain
has some historic value and would be significantly affected.

p. 112 (Section 4.1.3.1) — See comment regarding p. 106 above. The proposed mitigation does
not provide any criteria or standards for the future “CVSP Design Guidelines” and design
guidelines of any kind will be limited in their effectiveness.

p. 112 (Section 4.1:3.3) - DEIR alludes to Bailey Avenue and Bailey-Over-the-Hill (BOH).
Construction of new BOH roadways, converting a winding, scenic two-lane rural road to a four
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lane or expressway thoroughfare, would have significant unavoidable open space loss and habitat
impacts, potentially disrupts rural hillside land use, and, visually alters that landscape.

p. 113-115 (Section 4.1.3.4) - The DEIR discusses the possibility of full and partial mitigation of
the conversion and loss of 2,400 acres of prime farmland. The DEIR concludes that partial
mitigation by various land preservation methods within the Coyote Greenbelt and elsewhere in
the County of Santa Clara, if deemed feasible through future deliberations, would reduce such
impact to be less than significant, as stated p. 117, Impact LU-10. Unless a very substantial
percentage of the 2,400 acres could be mitigated one-to-one within the County by permanent
preservation methods, the DEIR cannot conclude that mitigation measures described would
reduce the impact to less than significant levels. This area is one of two remaining large scale
agricultural areas in Santa Clara County in generally large parcels, the other being lands south
and east of Gilroy. The evidence presented in the discussion of mitigation does not support a
conclusion that this impact could be reduced to less than significant levels. Feasibility of
obtaining easements or acquisition of greenbelt lands for mitigation is not addressed.

Page 114 — Discussion of agricultural mitigation — The DEIR needs to elaborate further on
environmental impacts from purchasing land and converting it to agriculture (cultural and
biological resource impacts). In addition, the DEIR should specify specific performance
standards regarding these mitigation lands. The DEIR only states that the suitability of
agricultural mitigation sites will be “determined by an agricultural economist.”

p. 116-117 (Section 4.1.4 Conclusions re: Land Use Impacts) - The DEIR lists conflict with
existing zoning for agricultural use as a potential threshold of significance (bullet 2, p. 105).
Given that all the subject lands that are unincorporated are zoned by the County “A, Exclusive
Agriculture” for agriculture as a primary use and to preserve agricultural lands, the project would
conflict with current County zoning which is A-40ac. or 40 acres minimum lot size. This zoning
1s applicable throughout the Urban Reserve and UGB.

p. 116-117 (Section 4.1.4 Conclusions re: Land Use Impacts) - The DEIR does not adequately
report that the intense urbanization of the lands in the UGB will likely cause changes in the
existing environment that will result in further conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use
(threshold bullet 3, p. 105). It can reasonably be expected that intense urbanization of the Urban
Reserve Area will promote residential and residential estate uses on the existing parcels in the
Greenbelt and surrounding hillsides, due to proximity and inflation of land values. Although the
project would not be growth-inducing in the sense that it necessarily would lead to more rural
unincorporated subdivision than could otherwise occur under existing County General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance regulations, it will nonetheless spark significant new residential uses and
development in the Greenbelt and cause it to be developed more rapidly than otherwise. This
expected outcome will also be counterproductive to the well conceived but long term
implementation of strategies to promote agricultural use and parcel consolidation in the
Greenbelt area. Such impacts would be a potentially significant, if indirect, impact of the project.

p. 116-117 ( Section 4.1.4 Conclusions re: Land Use Impacts) - Impacts 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 address
impacts within and to some extent, outside the CVSP Development Area resulting from the
interface between intense, high density urban development and lower density residential and
rural open space uses. The DEIR concludes that these are mostly less-than-significant impacts.
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By concluding these impacts are generally less than significant by relying on unspecified Design
Guidelines and policies, the DEIR does not adequately address how such impacts might be
avoided or more satisfactorily mitigated through land use planning which would not place such
high density urban uses and building forms within the transition areas of approximately 250-500
feet inward from the UGB. To elaborate, the draft land use plan component of the CVSP will
result in mid-rise office and residential buildings immediately abutting grazing lands, rural
residential lots with single family homes, and various agricultural uses, without significant
consideration to the use of alternative, lower density, adequately buffered uses in the transition
areas. Such alternatives would have less immediate impact on surrounding rural lands intended
to remain permanently non-urban. More importantly, lower density transition area uses would
more likely, over the long term, reduce pressures to allow higher density use and development
outside cities on rural county lands. The ability to maintain the urban growth management
policies of the County to prevent urban scale uses and development types outside cities and their
USAs could be tested in this geographic area more than any other urban-rural interface.

Page 117 — Further describe and substantiate how the project will not physically divide an
established community. The community of Coyote currently exists in Coyote Valley and the
intensive urbanization under the Specific plan will dramatically impact residents within that
community.

TRAFFIC

General Comment - The EIR makes consistent references to the “City of San Martin”. The
community of San Martin is an unincorporated community within Santa Clara County.

Page 143 - Thresholds of Significance — As the project will result in impacts to road segments
and intersections within the unincorporated areas, the thresholds of significance need to
incorporate County Roads & Airports standards.

Page 174 — 177 — The listed mitigation entails extensive improvements to numerous intersections
in the region. In many instances, the traffic mitigation will require the purchase of additional
right of way (Almaden Expressway, San Martin Avenue, etc.) and construction beyond the
existing right of way. The EIR needs to discuss further secondary environmental impacts from
widening these intersections, which could include impacts to adjacent trees, buildings and habitat.

General Comment — The DEIR does not include any analysis of potential impacts to pedestrians,
bicyclists, and equestrian users resulting from increased traffic levels on county roads. As
described below under Noise, the Specific Plan at buildout will create substantial increases in
traffic on many rural, unincorporated roads located outside of the Specific Plan area. This
mncrease 1n traffic increases the likelihood of greater conflict with bicyclists, pedestrians, and
equestrian users who presently use these County roads, resulting in increased accidents and
fatalities. The DEIR needs to provide appropriate analysis of this potential impact.

NOISE

Page 190 - The Draft EIR uses the wrong thresholds in evaluating noise impacts to county
residents within the unincorporated areas. Noise impacts to county residents and properties
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within the County jurisdiction are evaluated using the standards and thresholds contained within
the County General Plan and the County Noise Ordinance. Please revise the EIR to use these
correct thresholds.

Page 197 (Table 4.3-6) - Sections of McKean Road (Harry Road to Bailey) and Harry Roads are
incorrectly identified as being within the City of San Jose; they are located within the
unincorporated area of the County.

Page 196 - The noise analysis is deficient in evaluating impacts from traffic generated by the
project on off-site receptors. While the EIR includes an analysis of increased noise levels on
several road segments within the City of San Jose and the City of Morgan Hill many additional
roads which will be impacted from the project are excluded from this analysis.

According to the Traffic Study prepared for the Specific Plan (Hexagon, February 2007), many
unincorporated roadways will experience substantial increases in traffic levels, as a result of
Specific Plan buildout, that results in increased traffic noise affecting adjacent residents and
other sensitive receptors. For example, as shown in Table 16 of the Traffic report, portions of
Oak Glen will experience a 113 to 157% increase in traffic, portions of Watsonville Road
between 88 and 99% increase in traffic, Metcalf Road between 363 and 538%, and on Malech
Road will experience traffic increases by 1024%.

A common principle in estimating noise impacts associated with traffic is an increase in noise
levels at least 3 dBA if traffic volumes double. As shown in the statistics above, traffic will
increase from 2 and 10 times over existing volumes, which could result in noise impacts of
between 3dBA and 30 dBA to adjacent residences and other sensitive receptors along the listed
rural roads. The Draft EIR needs to be revised to evaluate these noise impacts which were not
included within the initial EIR.

Page 202 - Mitigation listed for “Roadway Noise Outside of the Development Area” is
incomplete and does not provide for a clear method of implementation. As stated under MM
NOI-8.1, the feasibility of determining if a sound wall will be installed along the edges of streets
will be determined by a detailed study of the roadway segments at a later date. Per provisions in
CEQA, determining if a mitigation measure will be feasible cannot be deferred to later studies.
As the EIR concludes that implementation of the project would result in significant impacts
associated with roadway noise outside of the development area, now is the time to include an
analysis and study regarding the feasibility of all recommended mitigation measures. At a
minimum, under CFR 15126.4(a)(1)(B), the City needs to articulate the specific standards of

performance that they will enforce should the articulation of actual mitigations be deferred until
later.

Page 202 - Mitigation listed for potential noise impacts associated with the Bailey over the Hill
road states that future construction of the road will be subject to General Plan policies and other
measures to be considered at the time of development. This mitigation measure does not provide
any specific mitigation but instead only references the General Plan, which applies to all
properties within City of San Jose, regardless of CEQA. The DEIR needs to be revised to create
specific, performance based mitigation measures for this potentially significant impact, in
conformance with CEQA. See CFR 15126.4(a)(1)(B).
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Page 203 — Impact NOI-9 incorrectly refers to vibration mitigations.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

General Comments - Draft EIR determined that there is a moderate to high potential significant
impact to cultural (including historic/architectural) resources. Mitigation measures (Page 232)
focus on the identification and evaluation of those areas not previously reviewed. Future
identification and evaluation of resources is not an acceptable mitigation measure as it defers the
analysis and disclosure of environmental impacts, which is the purpose of the EIR.

The document states that only 35 architectural resources have been identified within the Plan
Area, which covers approximately 7,000 acres. One can assume that additional architectural
resources are present in this vast area which will be likely impacted by future development. In
addition, some of the identified resources have not been evaluated. Therefore, the environmental
impacts in the area of architectural resources have not been appropriately evaluated.

The Draft EIR assumes that there will not be any demolition of potential historic resources and
that future development and redevelopment of significant architectural resources will encompass
preservation and protection. At least two properties (86 Monterey Road-M65 and 8820 Santa
Teresa Blvd-N29, Appendix F, Table 8.2) identified as being eligible for the California Register
has a Medium to High Density or Mixed Use specific plan designation. It is logical to suppose
that there is a high potential for demolition of a historic architectural resource in this case and as
such, the possibility of demolition should be covered in the environmental analysis. In addition,
the Draft EIR (Appendix F, Table 8.1) identifies the Specific Plan designation for some
properties as “Hamlet”. However, and the land Coyote Valley Specific Plan Draft Land Use
Plan (what will essentially be the General Plan and zoning designation) does not mention the
Hamlet and sets forth the land use designations for these areas as mixed use and high density
residential, not historic district or “Hamlet.” Thus any kind of historic resource protection is not
provided for in the Land Use Plan.

Page 231 - TheEIR does not provide adequate analysis of paleontological resources within the
Specific Plan Area. In discussing this impact, the DEIR states that “known paleontological
resources were recovered during archeological monitoring of the Metcalf Energy Center and that
there is a potential for them to occur during construction.” However, no further study of
paleontological resources is included within the EIR. If past studies have demonstrated that
there is a high likelihood that these resources exist onsite, subsequent surveys are necessary to
reasonably evaluate this impact within the DEIR.

Page 231 - Analysis contained regarding potential impacts to cultural resources from the Bailey
over the Hill road improvements is insufficient. The EIR initially discloses that there are seven
recorded prehistoric archeclogical sites and three historic properties within the corridor area (pg
228), and acknowledges that construction of the road could impact these resources (resulting in a
significant impact). The DEIR then states, however, that impacts will be reduced to a less than
significant level because “the future roadway will be subject to ... General Plan policies .... In
addition, “it is assumed that mitigation measures similar to the ones described above would be
considered at the time of development (pg 237).” This mitigation approach is based on future
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analysis, studies, and speculation, and it is impossible to discern if it will be adhered to and
conclusively result in a less than significant impact as stated.

Page 234 - A mitigation measure (MM CR-3.2) states that new construction in the Coyote Valley
Specific Plan Development Area located near eligible historic architectural resources shall be
consistent with their historic character. Given the variety of future development proposals and
land use designations, most of which are fairly high intensity, it does not seem likely that it will
be feasible to implement this as mitigation measure.

Page 234 - Mitigation measure MM CR-3.2 also states that the Hamlet of Coyote is considered
to be an appropriate location in which to move and rehabilitate eligible structures. Since a case-
by-case analysis of the setting of all eligible resources has not been completed, it cannot be
presumed that relocation from an original site will not have a significant potential impact on
some resources. Nor can it be assumed that the Hamlet setting would be an appropriate site for
relocation. Many of the resources in the Coyote area are rural in character and their setting is
integral to their historic significance. Moving these historic resources to a district setting may
not be appropriate. In addition, resources may involve cultural landscapes and relocation could
cause a potential significant impact. The Draft FIR stated that only preliminary cultural
landscape fieldwork had been done, therefore, the analysis is incomplete.

Page 236, MM CR-33 and 4.3. Under what circumnstances would historic architectural
resources be documented according to Historic American Building Survey standards? HABS
documentation does not mitigate to a less than significant level demolition or substantial
alteration.

In Appendix F, Section 1.4, page 4, Development was cited as potentially having a positive
impact on cultural resources in that “development could result in the discovery of valuable
scientific information and add significantly to the interpretation and understanding of the
region’s prehistory and history. Disturbance of cultural resources by proposed development
should not be set forth as anything but a potential impact.

The County recommends the following Mitigation Measures to adequately address potentially
significant impacts to historical resources:

Properties identified as listed or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places,
California Register of Historical Resources or city landmarks shall be locally designated
as city landmarks and historic districts where appropriate and require review through
the Historic Preservation Permit process by the Historic Landmarks Commission when
alteration or demolition of such properties are proposed.

Page 236 - Discussion of impacts to the Kessling Walnut trees results in an unclear and
directionless conclusion. The DEIR concludes that the project will result in significant and
unavoidable impacts if the trees are removed, however does not describe why it is not feasible to
retain the trees at this time. The EIR appears to defer a determination of final impact
significance to later construction activities, which is not the discretionary action associated with
this Specific plan. The finding of impact significance and identification of clear, enforceable
mitigation measures (to avoid significant impacts) must be included within this EIR.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Page 278 - The second paragraph states that the proposed project includes the construction of
three water tanks and access roadways in the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains to the west of
the CVSP area. Further description of these water tanks needs to be included within the project
description with details regarding their size, potential location, and access. Potential
environmental impacts associated with the construction of these water tanks needs to be included,
including potential impacts to cultural and visual resources.

Page 280 — Discussion regarding California Red-legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander
states that suitable habitat for both species may be located on properties that were not surveyed
as part of the DEIR. This project will result in the intensive urbanization of these unsurveyed,
undeveloped lands, which likely contains important habitat for a number of threatened and
endangered species. No information is provided regarding which properties were not surveyed,
their size, location, and likelihood for the presence of wildlife species. As adoption of the
Specific Plan will allow for the development and urbanization of these unsurveyed areas,

sufficient analysis and disclosure is needed within this DEIR regarding potential environmental
impacts.

Page 281 - While impacts to Burrowing Owl habitat have been quantified (1,130 acres), the
potential loss of habitat for other spec1a1 status species, including the Cahfomla Red Legged
Frog, California Tiger Salamander, is not. Why?

Page 283 - In discussing impacts to the Dusky footed woodrat, the DEIR states that impacts to
Coyote Creek would not occur with the implementation of the CVSP. However, earlier on page
279, the DEIR alternatively states that two bridges will be constructed over Coyote Creek and

that it may be necessary to place bridge supports in Coyote Creek. Please clarify and correct
impact discussion accordingly.

General Comment - Discussion of impacts to Biological Resources resulting from the project
does not adequately address potential off-site impacts to wildlife species and migration corridors
resulting from dramatic increases in traffic associated with the project. As stated earlier and as
disclosed within the Traffic report, many off site rural roads will experience dramatic increases
in traffic volumes following buildout of the Specific Plan. Many of these rural roads pass
through sensitive habitat areas which provide important upland habitat and migration corridors
for threatened, endangered, and special status species. For example, the traffic report prepared
for the DEIR shows that traffic volumes along portions of San Felipe, Metcalf, and Malech road
will increase by up to 1,024% over existing levels. Many sections of these roads traverse
important wildlife corridors and upland habitat for a variety of wildlife species, and the increase
in traffic may result in significant impacts such as road kills and barriers to movement. The
DEIR needs to be revised to evaluate these potential offsite impacts.

Page 297 - Proposed mitigation measures for potential impacts to California Red Legged Frogs
and Yellow Legged frogs include future protocol-level surveys for these species to determine
presence, and “whenever possible, California Red Legged Frog and Foothill Yellow Legged
Frog habitat will be avoided and those areas preserved.” Subsequent mitigation for the
California Tiger Salamander also states that future protocol level surveys will be completed in
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the Specific Plan development area and “whenever possible, CTS habitat will be avoided and
those areas containing CTS will be preserved.”

This approach to mitigation defers analysis and studies that must occur now regarding the
presence of these species and habitat on the project site. Whereas the DEIR concludes that the
project would result in the loss of approximately 1,130 acres of potential Burrowing Owls
nesting and foraging habitat (page 281) based on several observations of the species in the area,
it defers making a determination regarding the presence of these special status amphibian species
and the amount of habitat that occurs on site. The DEIR should be revised to provide a good
faith analysis of the total potential habitat which exists within the project area and potential
_impacts (habitat removal) from the proposed project. In addition, the listed mitigation for the
California Tiger Salamander regarding avoidance of habitat appears infeasible regarding the
upland habitat required for the species (2,200 feet of aquatic habitat), as the land use plan
indicates that most of these areas are designated as medium to high density residential.

Page 289 - Analysis of potential biological impacts associated with the Bailey over the Hill
alignment is incomplete. While the DEIR acknowledges that the area where the road is proposed
contains sensitive biological habitats such as riparian and oak woodlands and may contain
habitat for special status plant and animal species, such as the Santa Clara Valley Dudleya and
California Tiger Salamander, no subsequent analysis, including reconnaissance or protocol level-
surveys, were conducted to provide disclosure if these species exist onsite.

Page 302 - Mitigation for potential significant impacts to the candidate Heritage trees onsite
indicates that prior to implementation of the CVSP, all trees shall be inventoried for Heritage
Tree status. This approach to mitigation defers analysis regarding the classification and status of
existing trees within the project site, which needs to occur at the time of preparation of the DEIR.
This approach regarding the future inventorying of trees onsite is akin to deferring the
determination if potentially historic structures qualify for listing on the California Register of
Historic Places as part of environmental analysis.

Page 306 - Listed mitigation for significant biological impacts from the Bailey over the Hill
roadway alignment are that “future construction of the ... roadway would be subject to San Jose
2020 General Plan policies as well as other measures to be considered at the time of \
development”. This mitigation does not provide any specificity or a codified and fully
enforceable approach to avoiding the identified biological impacts.

ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES

p. 395 (Section 4.12.3.3) - DEIR states that impacts to mineral resources are insignificant
because the area does not contain significant mineral deposits. While that may be true, there is
no discussion of the impacts upon demand for regional supplies of construction aggregate from
nearby sources, similar to the discussion of demand and supply for energy resources in the DEIR.
The State and construction materials industry estimates that there is a shortfall of regional
mineral resource supplies for the road and building construction proposed in the next 10-20 years,
not including the addition of a new city of 50,000+ jobs and 25,000+ residents in the Coyote
Valley. The additional demand to construct development in the CVSP, for roads, infrastructure,
and buildings will likely result in additional quarry proposals within the region, additional
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transportation impacts associated with long range transport of aggregates, or both, not to mention
potentially higher costs. The DEIR needs to be revised to adequately disclose the potential
impacts on regional mineral resources.

WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS

Page 422 - The discussion of secondary impacts of installing water supply facilities in the
Coyote Greenbelt 1s incomplete with respect to potential significant impacts to biological and
cultural resources. For example, the discussion regarding Cultural resources impacts states that
“although a records search and literature review for prehistoric resources was not completed for
the ... Greenbelt area, it is believed that resources are located in the Greenbelt. It is believed that
groundwater recharge basins would not be placed in a way to disturb these resources”.

This approach to analysis and mitigation both defers analysis required within the DEIR regarding
the presence of resources, and speculates regarding future actions as mitigation measures, which
1s not compliant with CEQA.

Page 428 - Discussion of Water Supply for the Specific Plan indicates that the proposed methods
of water supply are uncertain. While the DEIR describes several methods of providing more
recharge water to allow additional groundwater extraction within Coyote Valley, it is unclear if
any of the proposed methods are feasible at this time. On pages 423 and 424, the DEIR states
that the City of San Jose is still determining the feasibility and costs of an Advanced Recycled
Water Treatment Facility. Given that this proposed water supply system may be infeasible, the
DEIR needs to discuss in greater detail alternative water supply sources. The discussion of
Alternative Water Supply Sources on page 428 includes general discussion of a 100,000 acre
foot reservoir which may be constructed by the Santa Clara Valley Water District, irrespective of

the project. No other alternatives to water supply are discussed which makes this analysis
inadequate.

POPULATION, JOBS, AND HOUSING

p. 400 (Section 4.13.2.2) - DEIR states that the project would increase jobs disproportionately to
housing, improving the City of San Jose’s jobs-housing balance, consistent with the City’s
General Plan. Indeed, this objective is the primary reason for San Jose to consider urban
expansion into the Coyote Valley, and always has been. The DEIR concludes there is no
significant adverse impact to San Jose, but does not address the regional implications or potential
impacts of increased housing demand. For example, other cities and unincorporated rural areas
may be expected to experience increased growth pressures as a result of housing demand directly
or indirectly associated with CVSP. There should be some quantification of the expected
increase in housing demand for Santa Clara County based on the jobs-housing imbalance within
the CVSP as a basis for disclosure and discussion of potential impacts to other jurisdictions.

ALTERNATIVES

In general, the depih and range of alternatives included within the DEIR is insufficient. The
proposed project consists of a Specific Plan which will result in up to 25,000 residences and
50,000 jobs within a 3,400 acre area which currently consists of mostly rural undeveloped land.
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[t is a new city of the population of Mountain View in a much more condensed area. According
to the DEIR as presently written, implementation of this Specific Plan will result in up to 20
significant and unavoidable impacts and 11 significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts,
which includes impacts to regional roads, air quality, agricultural lands, open space, and visual
resources. Given the size of the project, its regional importance, and the disclosure that
numerous significant environmental impacts will result from the project, one would anticipate
that a wide range of alternatives would be discussed which incorporate variations in density, size,
and design of the Specific Plan to properly disclose to the public and decision-makers how
alternatives could reasonably reduce the listed environmental impacts while still achieving the
basic objectives of the project. That is one of the fundamental purposes of CEQA.

However, the alternatives included within the DEIR are limited to only five alternatives; (a) No
Project, (b) Reduced Scale Alternative I, (¢) Reduced Scale Alternative I1, (d) the “Getting it
Right” plan, and (e) Alternative Location in North San Jose. At least two are required at
minimum under the CEQA. In addition, the project objectives listed for the CVSP on p. 431 are
the statements of guiding principles for developing the CVSP for its specific geographic location,
developed by the Task Force and City Council early in the process. For purposes of an adequate
alternatives analysis for such a large regional project, the objectives should be more objectively
stated and distilled from these principles. As is, they skew the alternatives analysis in favor of
the Coyote Valley location alternatives. '

While the alternatives described provide a good start for exploring other options for
accomplishing the objectives of the Coyote Valley Specific Plan without creating extensive
significant environmental impacts, there is insufficient analysis contained within each
alternatives discussion to reasonably understand the design and nature of the alternative. Both
the Reduced Scale I and II alternatives describe a smaller project and a limited development
footprint which could avoid identified resources, however no maps or schematic project designs
were included with each Alternative to provide an appropriate analysis of the project and its
merits or faults. Instead, the DEIR qualitatively describes each alternative and how it could
affect known agricultural resources, biological habitat, and cultural resources within the Specific
Plan area without showing design specifics. As such, discussion of these alternatives does not
provide sufficient meaningful analysis to determine if they are viable alternatives to the proposed
project.

In addition, it is obvious that there are several other alternatives which could be evaluated which
would feasibly allow the project to achieve many of its basic objectives without resulting in over
30 significant and unavoidable impacts as disclosed in the DEIR. For example, the “Getting it
Right Plan™ specifically designed the project to allow the same density of development within a
smaller footprint. The analysis within the DEIR concludes that the project would still result in
significant traffic. noise, and air quality impacts based on the intensity of the project. However,
an alternative has not been evaluated which concentrates the urban uses within the Specific Plan
mmto a smaller development footprint. While the Reduced Alternatives I and I1 generally discuss
this approach. as stated above. no specific design principles or plan schematic were incorporated
into the analysis. Using GIS mapping principles and constraints analyses akin to those
advocated by Ian McHarg and others, an additional alternative would specifically designate
development for areas which do not contain cultural and natural resources, such as oak
woodlands, wetlands, cultural resources, heritage trees, serpentine habitat, and (to the extent

CVSP DEIR County Planning Office Comments 16
June 19, 2007



possible) prime farmland. By designing the project to avoid these sensitive areas and developing
at a smaller scale (e.g.: 10,000 dwelling units / 25,000 jobs), we anticipate that the level of
significant and unavoidable impacts would decrease.

In order to assist in this analysis and properly provide a “good faith” evaluation of the merits of
the alternatives, a matrix should be incorporated into the DEIR which shows both the impact
level of each alternative and the proposed project along with the extent that project objectives
have been met.

GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

p.- 524-525 - the DEIR addresses briefly the jobs-housing imbalance within the CVSP and
potential impacts to housing demand in other cities, particularly Morgan Hill and Gilroy.
However, no significant mention is made of the potential increase in development interest,
pressures, and demand within the nearby rural unincorporated areas, especially the Coyote
Greenbelt, and rural areas surrounding Morgan Hill.

The DEIR concludes that the CVSP would not result in any new environmental impacts that
have not already been addressed in the General Plan environmental review documents for the
affected jurisdictions. However, those unincorporated areas could see the most marked changes
over the 25-50 year implementation of the CVSP, given that most of southern San Jose is built-
out, Morgan Hill governs residential growth through its growth control measure, and Gilroy
housing markets are somewhat farther removed.

The County’s 1994 General Plan EIR and development projections were based upon a trends
andlysis in new residential development for the previous 10-15 years of development from 1980.
Future trends for new residential and non-residential uses in rural unincorporated areas affected
most directly by adjacent CVSP development would need to be increased based on the approval
and development of the CVSP. The CVSP assumes that development within the San Jose and
unincorporated surroundings will be in accordance with existing County and San Jose General
Plans, which is appropriate regarding subdivision activity, but residential use on the many
substandard existing lots in the area should be expected to increase, and proposals for non-
residential uses such as sports fields, also will increase. The DEIR needs to include the potential
growth inducing effects on the nearby rural unincorporated areas and revise this discussion in the
DEIR to accurately disclose the impacts of the CVSP.

If you have further questions regarding our comments, please feel free to contact me at (408)
299-5772.

Sing !
G 7 /
Michael M. 1

1 ivi, uOPWu{ZlnagCr

CC:  Val Alexeeff, Director, Department of Planning & Development
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County of Santa Clara

Roads and Airports Department

101 Skyport Drive
San Jose, California 931 10-1302
(£Q8) 573-2400

June 22, 2007

Darryl Boyd

Principal Planner

Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street, 3" Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan
File No. GP06-02-04/SCH # 2005062017

Dear Mr. Boyd:

In response to the Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Coyote Valley Specific Plan File No. GP06-02-04/SCH # 2005062017, the Santa Clara
County Roads & Airports Department has reviewed the CVSP DEIR released March 29,
2007, and is providing the following comments. In addition, Roads & Airports has
obtained the services of a respected traffic consultant to provide an independent review
of, and comment on, the DEIR. The traffic consultant’s report is attached as APPENDIX
A, and is submitted as part of the County’s review and response to the City of San Jose.

General:

1. The DEIR needs to recognize the jurisdictional responsibility of the County of
Santa Clara. The DEIR assigns intersections and roadways under the jurisdiction
of the County to nearby local cities, whether or not they are actually within city
limits or under their jurisdiction. This practice is extended to the “City of San
Martin,” a city that does not exist.

.l\.)

The proposed improvement on McKean Road includes the payment of fair share
for the cost of signal installation at the intersection of McKean Road and Bailey
Ave. We strongly believe this is inadequate. Most of McKean Road lacks paved
shoulders for bike and pedestrian use, turn lanes to adjacent property, acceleration
/deceleration lanes and two-way median turn lanes. The DEIR needs to evaluate
McKean Road from an operational viewpoint utilizing appropriate roadway
capacity rather than traffic volume only.

L

The traffic impact analysis report indicates that most if not all the CVSP traffic
would use US 101 for trips north and south of the project area by way of four
interchanges with US 101. Using this assumption minimizes traffic impacts to
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roadway sections along Monterey Road, Santa Teresa Blvd, Uvas Road, McKean
Road and Almaden Expressway, which results in no improvement being proposed
for these roads (with the exception of a few intersection improvements in San
Martin). We disagree with this analysis, especially since no capacity
improvements are proposed for US 101 (see page 92 and 182 of appendix C),
despite the fact that ten sections of U.S 101 are impacted. The report states no
feasible improvement to US 101 will be implemented as part of the CVSP. This
is another reason that the above mentioned roads will be impacted contrary to the
conclusion of the DEIR traffic impact analysis. The DEIR needs to evaluate
traffic impacts to County roadway sections as a relief / spillover for US 101, and
not assume most of the CVSP traffic will use US 101.

4. It i1s proposed that Santa Teresa Blvd. be terminated at the new East Central
Road. The termination of Santa Teresa would produce additional congestion on
Monterey Road, McKean Road and Uvas Road. The City needs to reconsider this
proposal, or identify mitigation measures for the impacted roadways.

5. Page 347 of the DEIR for the North San Jose Development Plan (NSJDP) first
paragraph indicates that the Coyote Valley development would require two
additional lanes for Monterey Highway. Also, the NSIDP indicates the need for
Bailey Ave. / McKean Road to be reconstructed as a new four to six lane arterial
extending to the northwest and connecting with Almaden Expressway in addition
to extending LRT to Coyote Valley. The CVSP is a much larger development
than what was assumed in the NSJDP, yet the mitigation measures by the CVSP
is not near what is called for in the NSJDP. The CVSP DEIR needs to be revised
to reflect the improvements suggested by the NSIDP and explain why the two
reports are not consistent in their findings.

6. The current land use plan does not include Gavilan College. Gavilan College
officials have purchased the property and are proceeding with the College. Our
understanding is that the housing/jobs that were placed on the College site have
been moved to another location within CVSP, so the overall housing/jobs
numbers have remained unchanged. However, Gavilan College will be adding
new trips, especially since the students as well as the faculty/employees are
commuting to the school. City staff have stated verbally that the College trips
would not impact peak hour congestion; however, experience elsewhere in Santa
Clara County have shown that areas leading to other universities and colleges
experience substantial increased traffic congestion when the schools are in
session. The traffic analysis needs to include the trips generated by Gavilan
College and clearly define the assumptions on number and time of trips.

7. The County’s Expressway Planning Study found that with the proposed Coyote
development, and with the improved Bailey and realigned McKean connection,
by 2025 there would be a need for substantially more improvement on Almaden
Expressway than indicated in the CVSP DEIR — see www.expressways.info. An
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effort needs to be made to reconcile these disparate findings. One possibility is
that the primary causes for the difference are the near-term analysis approach
combined with the difference between baseline traffic conditions in 2001 versus
2005 as a result of the economic downturn and increased US 101 capacity. We
question the value of a near-term analysis using downturn data for a development
where “Build-out. .. is anticipated to occur over a 25-50 year timeframe.”

The report suggests a “fair share contribution” toward a “regional funding plan”
to implement the recommendations of the South County Circulation Study
(SCCS). We support this approach, but would point out the SCCS recognizes
traffic spillover resulting from the significant through traffic delays projected on
US 101. The “regional funding plan” will need to provide not just for an
insufficient widening of US 101, but also for significant local street mitigations as
well. To be consistent with the traffic analysis approach, the CVSP project’s “fair
share” mitigation participation in the regional plan can be based on CVSP’s
percentage of near-term growth.

The traffic impacts and recommended mitigations are based on the near-term
analysis, as if the CVSP was built out today. However, the CVSP will take 25 to
50 years to complete and the long term cumulative analysis is the more realistic
situation. With the near term approach as used in the DEIR, the increased traffic
from the CVSP is absorbed into today's transportation system and mitigations
required are smaller scale capital improvements (e.g., add a turning lane to an
intersection). However, larger scale capital improvements (e.g., an interchange)
may actually be needed for the same locations under the long-term cumulative
analysis. In addition, intersections that today are LOS A thru D may be LOS E
when the project is actually built and the addition of project trips will tip the
intersection to LOS F, triggering a mitigation. The mitigations should be based
on a phasing plan with the last phase/full buildout of the project analyzed using
the long term, cumulative impacts so that the actual mitigations that may be
needed and CVSP's contribution to cumulative traffic impacts can be clearly
identified.

Section 2 - Description of Proposed Project:

1.

Page 14, Subsection 2.1 — The DEIR states “An extension of Bailey Avenue to the
southwest towards the Almaden Valley would be considered in the future once it
is required for development to proceed.” Bailey-over-the-Hill is the only east-
west connector between the CVSP and Almaden Valley. The timing of this
extension is critical, because it has the potential to double or triple the volume of
traffic on the rural roadways to the west (Uvas, McKean, Almaden Expressway).
The DEIR should clearly state what triggers or traffic volumes would have to
occur in order to require the extension to be constructed.
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Page 27, Figure 2.0-5 (Conceptual Circulation System) — This Figure shows
Monterey Road and the North/South Arterial as 6-lane arterials. The text states
that for both of these roadways there is right-of-way for 6 lanes but only 4 lanes
are planned. The map should be revised to reflect what is actually planned and
was modeled in the traffic analysis (4 lanes). Although there is ROW for 6 lanes,
it 1s not part of the CVSP project to have 6 lanes on these roadways making the
map misleading.

Page 28, Subsection 2.1.7.3 — The DEIR states, “The CVSP includes a roadway
system to serve traffic within Coyote Valley and traffic moving through the
Valley. Some of the major components of this system are shown in attached
figures and are also described below.” One of the components identified is Bailey
Avenue which is partially described as, “On the west side of Coyote Valley,
Bailey Avenue is planned to be extended as a four-lane arterial (two lanes in each
direction) over the Santa Teresa Hills northwesterly to connect with McKean
Road and ultimately with the southern end of Almaden Expressway. The area in
which the roadway would eventually be constructed is shown on the City of San
Jose’s General Plan, and two alternative alignments are under consideration as
shown on Figure 2.0-9.” The four-lane roadway alignment of Bailey-over-the
Hill is also shown on Figures 2.0-2 and 2.0-3. However, in Appendix C —
Transportation Impact Analysis, the Roadway Segment Analysis Tables, (Table 9
— Year 2005 Plus CVRP, Table 16 — Existing Plus CVSP, and Table 23 — Existing
Plus Partial CVSP), all clearly show that Bailey-over-the Hill was only analyzed
as a two-lane roadway (one lane in each direction). This is a major flaw in the
traffic impact analysis as the lane configuration (two-lane roadway) does not
match the project description (four-lane arterial) for Bailey Avenue. Due to this
error in analysis, traffic impacts from the project as described on the roadways to
the west (Uvas, McKean, and Almaden Expressway) are under stated by a factor
of two to three times. The traffic analysis should be re-run with Bailey-over-the
Hill as both a four-lane arterial and a two-lane rural road to determine the true
impacts and the necessary mitigation measures resulting from the CVSP.

Section 4 — Transportation and Traffic:

1.

Page 139, Subsection 4.2.1.6, and Page 44, Appendix C, Background Conditions
— These sections note that the DEIR traffic analysis for background conditions
includes the Coyote Valley Research Park (CVRP) and that the CVSP project
would supersede the CVRP project. However, the DEIR does not clearly explain
how the CVRP trips and required mitigations are treated in all the traffic study
scenarios (e.g., Near-Term CVSP Buildout). At a meeting on May 7, 2007, City
of San Jose staff distributed a handout (see Attachment B) that defines the
assumptions for each CVSP EIR traffic study scenario. This information should
be included in the DEIR, adjusted as needed to accurately reflect how the CVRP

trips were treated in each scenario and explaining how the CVRP mitigations
were treated.
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Page 146, Subsection 4.2.2.2 under Trip Generation - The last paragraph states
that "40% of the projected person trips would stay within the CVSP." Since the
types of commercial development are not stated or not known at this time, the
percentage of person trips would seem to be arbitrary. We believe the 40%
internal person trips is an unrealistic assumption. In fact, when City of San Jose
Environmental staff were asked about this at the CVSP Task Force meeting on
May 21, 2007, they stated that the 40% figure was a really, really big number, and
they know of no other place in the country where there are numbers that high.
Also, in the NSIDP, page 346, San Jose stated that 20-30% was a maximum that
could be predicted. By using an unreasonably high percentage of person trips that
stay within CVSP, the traffic impact external to the project are underreported. A
more realistic internal person trip percentage should be used, and citations made
where this percentage actually exists in a comparable community to that planned
in the CVSP DEIR. In addition, the report needs to state how many of the trips
assume that the internal transit circulator and the external transit system,
(Caltrain, bus service, etc.), are in place.

Page 164, Subsection 4.2.2.11, Traffic Spillover - The DEIR indicates that
Monterey Road and Santa Teresa Road would be widened, however, elsewhere
the DEIR indicates these two roads are to remain as is (not including intersection
improvements). The DEIR should be consistent, and clearly state the number of
lanes planned for Monterey Road and Santa Teresa Road.

Page 164, Subsection 4.2.2.11, Traffic Spillover - The report includes discussion
of “Traffic Spillover,” and concludes “the proposed project would not result in
significant impacts associated with traffic spillover”. That conclusion is narrowly
framed by limiting the discussion to the area “in the Greenbelt.” Our
understanding of the preliminary results of the South County Circulation Study
(SCCS) is that spillover traffic will be significant, widespread and profound given
the projected degradation of service on US 101 (densities projected at twice the
definition of LOS F). The CVSP DEIR offers no freeway widening and notes
“for this particular project, these [freeway LOS] impacts must be considered
significant.” Logic, as supported by the SCCS, suggests that if the freeway is
significantly impacted and no mitigations are proposed, traffic spillover effects
will also be significant. The County has experienced this spillover effect on our
roadways prior to the dot-com bust in 2001. Spillover effects on all local
roadways, not just those in the Greenbelt area need more thorough evaluation and
disclosure in the DEIR.

Page 164, Subsection 4.2.2.11, Traffic Spillover - A more thorough spillover
traffic evaluation should include consideration of the concerns provided to the
city in response to the Notice of Preparation, regarding the impacts of increasing
traffic on rural roads not designed or built to convey the increased level of traffic.
As stated under comment 3. of the Roads and Airport response to the CVSP NOP,
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high traffic demand on rural roads causes issues with safety (sight distance,
shoulder widths, drainage, etc.), and premature deterioration of the pavement.
The DEIR should address these types of impacts, and include the resulting
mitigation measures.

6. Page 165, Subsection 4.2.2.12, Temporary Impacts Associated with Project
Phasing — The DEIR states: “While project phasing has not yet been determined,
the CVSP project shall phase traffic improvements commensurate with what is
required for the proposed development phase” and “Although the proposed
project may result in short temporary periods of time where congestion could be
greater than described in this section of the EIR, these impacts would be
temporary, and ultimately mitigated.” This leads to the conclusion in Impact
TRAN-23 that the “Temporary traffic impacts associated with project phasing
would be less than significant because mitigation . . . will ultimately be provided.”
This conclusion is completely unsubstantiated. The CVSP will take 25 to 50
years to implement, and there could be long periods of time between phases.
Without a phasing plan, there is no way to determine the level of “temporary”
impacts of interim phases and whether they are of a nature that could wait 10 or
20 years to be mitigated. In addition, there are no indications of at what point
each mitigation would be triggered. The DEIR needs to clearly define the land
use and transportation infrastructure phasing in reasonable timing increments
(e.g., 10 years per phase) so that the impacts of each phase can be analyzed,
temporary impacts identified (along with mitigations for significant impacts), and
overall project mitigations can be linked to the phases of development. Without
an analysis of phasing impacts, the DEIR cannot substantiate a finding that the
temporary traffic impacts associated with phasing would be less than significant
nor can there be assurances that traffic improvements will be phased
commensurate with the land use phases.

7. Page 165, Subsection 4.2.2.13 Construction Traffic Impacts — In the last sentence
in the third paragraph, language should be added to the effect that construction
routes would be chosen “to avoid local roadways maintained by other
jurisdictions.”

8. Page 174, Cordon Line Analysis - The Cordon Line Analysis provides some
improvement to County roadways, which are the same as those improvements that
are proposed due to project traffic impacts. Therefore, it appears no new
improvements are proposed based on the Cordon Line analysis. On page 172,
Impact TRAN -25, it states, "Based on the screen line impact criteria, the
proposed CVSP General Plan amendment would result in the V/C ratio and the
corresponding increase in traffic volumes on all studied roadway links to exceed
the threshold of significance." What are the mitigation measures for traffic
impacts Telated to the screen line impact criteria?
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Section 6 — Cumulative Impacts:

1.

Page 481, Subsection 6.3.2.8, Cumulative Traffic Impacts — In the forth bullet, the
DEIR states in part, “The proposed CVSP project would include. .. the widening
of Bailey Avenue between Coyote Valley and Almaden Valley.” As stated in the
County’s comments under Section 2, this description of Bailey widening does not
match the two-lane Bailey in the Appendix C roadway segment analysis. The
traffic analysis should be re-run with Bailey-over-the Hill as both a four-lane
arterial and a two-lane rural road to determine the true impacts and the necessary
mitigation measures resulting from the CVSP.

Appendix C

L.

2.

Page 58, Table 9 — The lane capacity of 1200 VPH shown in the table for Uvas
Road, McKean Road, Metcalf, San Felipe and Malech Road are over stated, and
do not reflect the geometry of the actual roadways. The 1200 VPH used in Table
9 is a reasonable traffic volume capacity for main roadways such as Monterey
Highway. It is not, however, a reasonable capacity to be used on County rural
roadways and does not account for actual field conditions existing on Uvas,
McKean, Metcalf, San Felipe and Malech roads. The vehicle capacity on these
roadways are constrained by a number of the following factors: narrow lanes, lack
of paved shoulders, aggregate base shoulders or no shoulders at all, lack of turn
lanes, lack of acceleration and deceleration lanes, lack of a two way left turn
center lane, numerous public and private road and driveway connections with
residential or commercial type activities, sharp horizontal and vertical changes in
roadway alignments, steep grades both along the roadway, and on each side of the
roadway, narrow bridges and box culverts, multi-modal use such as bicycles and
motorcycles, sight seeing and recreational vehicles, some with trailers, school bus
stops, and other factors that limit the capacity on these roadways. The
Transportation Research Board Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) specifies the
need to adjust the roadway capacities for these less than ideal conditions, and
provides a number of theoretical adjustment factors to be applied for the various
roadway conditions. Based on the County’s experience in operating these
roadways, the following lane capacities should be used in the DEIR traffic impact
analysis to accurately account for actual field conditions: McKean Road and
Malech Road - 850 VPH; San Felipe Road - 650 VPH, and Metcalf Road and
Uvas Road - 550 VPH. The LOS analysis should be recalculated using these
more accurate road capacities to determine actual traffic impacts and mitigation
measures required for these roadways.

Page 58, Table 9 - Road capacity and thus the resulting LOS conditions for Uvas,
McKean, Metcalf, San Felipe and Malech Roads should be revised to reflect
actual field conditions as discussed in the comment above.
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Page 63, Figure 20 ~ The Figure shows 8% of project traffic going “Over the
Hill”, or about 10,000 vehicle trips daily using the study’s assumptions. This
traffic will be joining traffic looking for a route around traffic blockages on US
101 and through Coyote Valley by way of the McKean/ Uvas alignment. No
attempt is made to quantify the local and regional spillover, and the McKean/
Uvas alignment is not discussed much beyond noting that McKean and Bailey
will warrant a traffic signal under project conditions. If a signal is warranted, will
Uvas need turn lanes and shoulders? Will the increased traffic result in a need for
significant pavement rehabilitation on Uvas? The DEIR needs to be revised to
address the impacts to the McKean and Bailey Road intersection.

Page 97, Table 16 - The rapid housing growth in the Evergreen / Silver Creek area
and the direct connection of Bailey with Metcalf, San Felipe, and Malech Roads
that feed that area, coupled with DEIR projected congestion on US 101 creates an
attractive alternate route to the CVSP. Therefore, the traffic impacts to these
roadways appear to be understated. This is especially the case considering the
spillover of traffic from US 101. The DEIR needs to evaluate traffic impacts to
County roadways sections as a relief / spillover for US 101, and not assume most
of the CVSP traffic will stay on US 101 when US 101 is experiencing stop-and-go
conditions.

Sincerely,

Director

CC:

Jane Decker, Deputy County Executive
Kim Kernan, County Counsel Office

Dan Collen, Roads & Airports Department
Mike Griffis, Roads & Airports Department
Bill Lee, Roads & Airports Department

ATTACHMENT A — TY Lin International Comment Letter June 5, 2007
ATTACHMENT B - City of San Jose Handout dated 5/7/2007 titled “CVSP EIR

Traffic Study Scenario”
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NTERNATIONAL

engineers | plonners | scientisis

June 5, 2007

Michael Griffis

Santa Clara County Roads and Airport Department
101 Skyport Drive

San Jose, CA 95110

Subject: Review Comment on Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CSVP) DEIR
Mr. Griffis:

This letter provides a summary of my review comments on pertinent sections of the
Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSP) Draft EIR (March 2007) related to transportation
and traffic.

Based on my understanding from Section 1.0 Introduction, Background, and Project
Objectives, the purpose of the EIR is for adoption of CVSP to be incorporated into the
City of San Jose General Plan for the form of a new Coyote Valley Planned Community
land use designation and the pre-zoning and annexation of the unincorporated CVSP
area to the City of San Jose. Itis not clear if the EIR is being used by the City of San
Jose to grant development entitlements for all development projects in CVSP
Clarification about whether separate focused transportation impact analysis will be
provided for individual project development within CSVP. must be provided in the EIR
and should be made an express part of the mitigation measures. '

Comments regarding transportation and traffic of the CVSP DEIR are summarized below:

1. Land Uses - Table 2.0-2 (page 15) shows 50,000 industry-driving jobs with an
additional approximately 5,000 non-industry (government and retail) jobs plus 26,400
housing units in CVSP. The last sentence under “Project's Land Use Estimates” on
Page 61 of Appendix C — Transportation Impact Analysis states that the project
would add 57,060 jobs and 25,550 residential units to the CVSP area. Because
jobs and residential units generate different number of trips and trip patterns in the
peak hours, the DEIR needs to clarify land uses used in the transportation impact
analysis and how the identified impacts and mitigation measures would be affected if
land uses used for the transportation impact analysis were different from the
proposed land uses to be adopted for the purpose of the CVSP EIR. Without this
information, it is not possible to determine if the generation of trips has been
adequately analyzed.

2. Background Intersection Improvements — It is not clear if all and which of the
mitigation measures associated with the approved Coyote Valley Research Park
(CVRP) were reflected in the background conditions assessment. Please clarify in
which alternatives the CVRP mitigation measures were included.
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3. Near-Term Transgportation and Traffic Impacts - The DEIR claims in Section 4.2.2
(page 143) that the near-term study assumes that the CVSP would build out or at
least partially build out within 3-5 years to ensure that the associated traffic impacts
and necessary mitigations are fully disclosed and understood. It also states that this
approach provides the best basis for defining internal transportation needs within the
specific plan area. However, information available by using this approach as
presented in Section 4.2.2 of the DEIR and the methodologies used for the near-term
analysis as detailed in Appendix C — Transportation Impact Analysis can not provide
a basis for defining fransportation needs for the impacted roadways outside the
specific plan area. As stated in Section 4.2.2.13, the build-out of the proposed CVSP
project is anticipated to occur over a 25-50 year time frame. In order to define both
internal and external transportation needs, the DEIR should use a reasonable
estimate of project phasing for at least three horizon years: near-term developments
within 3-5 years, partial CVSP consistent with the San Jose GPA horizon year of
2020, and the ABAG projection/VTA model horizon year of 2030 so the potential
impacts from increased traffic are not understated in the DEIR.

Additionally, the following are concerns associated with the derivation or estimation
of project trips for the study roadway segments and infersections:

a) Because the near-term analysis was intended to assess the conditions if CSVP
were to be built out in 3-5 years, the magnitude of project traffic and the locations
where that traffic would appear should use a near-term model (such as 2010) to
reflect demographic conditions when the build-out of CSVP occurs in 3-5 years.
The use of a near-term model could result in different magnitude of traffic
produced by the build-out of CVSP and the locations where that traffic would
appear as compared with the use of VTA 2030 Model. As stated in Section
4.2.2.2 Introduction and Methodology, VTA 2030 Model with the 2030
demographic projections consistent with those prepared by the Association of
Bay Area Government (ABAG) was used to estimate the magnitude of traffic
produced by the build-out of CVSP and the locations where that traffic would
appear. According to Appendix C — Transportation Impact Analysis, CSVP
project trips on the study freeway and roadway segments as well as study
intersections derived from the use of VTA 2030 Model were then added to the
“Background” traffic (2005 plus CVRP) for assessment of Project Conditions.
The DEIR should clarify whether a near-term model rather than a long-term
model with the 2030 demographic projections as stated in Section 4.2.2.2 was
used for the analysis. If a near-term model was used for the analysis, reference
to 2030 demographic projections in Section 4.2.2.2 should be removed.

b) VTP 2030 roadway improvement projects that will not be constructed within 3-5
years should not be reflected in the model run since these improvements would
not occur if CSVP project was to be built out within 3-5 years for the purpose of
the near-term analysis intended in the DEIR. It is unclear if roadway
improvements not associated with the approved development projects and the
proposed CVSP projects were reflected in the 2030 VTA modei. The DEIR
should clarify the roadway network assumption or provide a list of roadway
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improvements reflected in the VTA 2030 Model used for the near-term analysis
so assessment of potential traffic impacts can be verified.

c) The DEIR should also clarify if all roadway and/or freeway interchange
improvements, not just the background intersection improvements as listed in
Table 4.2-5 (pages 139 and 140), for all the approved projects were reflected in
the VTA model for the near-term analysis so assessment of potential traffic
impacts can be verified.

4. Project Trip Generation — According to page 146 of the DEIR, about 40% of the
projected person trips would stay within the CVSP. However, Table 4.2-7 on page
147 shows 30% and 35% internalization for AM and PM peak hour vehicular traffic,
respectively. The DEIR should disclose how the daily person trip internalization
factor was converted to different internalization factors for AM and PM peak hour
vehicular traffic.

5. Temporary Impacts Associated with Project Phasing - Deferring the ultimate
mitigation measures as described in Sections 4.2.5 and 4.2.6 without being staged in
accordance with the individual project or phased developments in CVSP would result
in significant impacts on affected roadway segments and intersections for
unreasonable periods of time between the phased developments. Impact TRAN-23
on page 165 of the DEIR states that temporary traffic impacts associated with project
phasing would be less than significant because mitigation, as described in Section
4.2.6, will ultimately be provided. Because the build-out of the proposed CVSP

“project is anticipated to occur over a 25-50 year time frame (as stated in section
4.2.2.13), there could be long pauses between the phased developments. Because
staged roadway improvements are not provided for the temporary impacts
associated with project phasing in the DEIR, the need for focused transportation
impact analysis studies for individual projects within CSVP should be identified as a
mitigation measure in order to determine which of the ultimate mitigation measures
as described in Sections 4.2.5 and 4.2.6 and which of the project roadway
improvements as listed from page 147 to page 149 should be implemented prior to
the individual project development throughout the 25-50 year time frame.

6. Partial CVSP Conditions — Partial CVSP conditions with 20,000 jobs and 10,000
residential units were assessed as one of the two near-term impact analysis
scenarios as documented in section 4.2.3. The following are comments for the
Partial CVSP Conditions:

a) The near-term analysis for the Partial CVSP Conditions should also use a near-
term model as commented in 3 (a), (b), and (c) above for the build out of CVSP
Project Conditions. The DEIR should clarify whether a near-term model rather
than a long-term model with the 2030 demographic projections as stated in
Section 4.2.2.2 was used for the analysis. Without this information, it is
impossible to determine whether the impacts were adequately analyzed.
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b) The DEIR should clarify the mode split factors used for both the full CVSP and
partial CVSP analyses. ltis stated in the first paragraph under Section 4.2.3.1
Trip Generation on page 166 that with the full build-out project trips, 86% of the
partial CVSP project trips would be made by automobile, 6% would be on transit,
and 8% would be walk or bike trips. However, it is stated on page 146 for the full
CVSP that 88% would be made by automobile, 4% would be on transit, and 8%
would be walk or bike trips.

c) The second sentence of the second paragraph on page 100 of Appendix C -
Transportation Impact Analysis states that the partial CVSP development levels
are consistent with the amount of development already approved within CVRP
and other developments that provide for up to 36,000 jobs. The DEIR should
clarify whether 36,000 jobs or 20,000 jobs plus 10,000 housing units as stated in
section 4.2.3 were used for the Partial CVSP Conditions analysis. The DEIR
must explain the discrepancy and describe how the discrepancy would affect the
assessment of the potential impacts and the mmga’uon measures required for the
identified impacts if there is a discrepancy.

d) The last sentence of Section 4.2.3.5 Conclusion for the Partial CVSP near-term
analysis states that mitigation measures for the impacts of the Partial CVSP are
the same as those for build-out of the CVSP. Thus, the DEIR must clearly state
that mitigation measures described in Sections 4.2.5 and 4.2.6 are required
under both the build-out of CVSP and Partial CVSP Conditions.

7. CVRP Approved trips - The DEIR should explain why some of the roadway
segments have lower volumes under the Project Conditions than the Background
Conditions. Comparison of Table 9 on page 58 and Table 16 on page 96 in
Appendix C — Transportation Impact Analysis shows that traffic volumes on some of
the roadway segments under 2005 + CVSP Conditions (CVSP Project Conditions)
are lower than the 2005 + CVRP (Background Conditions). For example,
northbound Santa Teresa Boulevard between Cottle and Bernal Roads has 983
vehicles in the PM peak hour under the 2005 + CVSP Conditions and 1,201 vehicles
under the 2005 + CVRP Conditions.

8. Cumulative Impacts - As stated in Section 6.1 Introduction, the purpose of the
cumulative analysis is to allow decision-makers to better understand the potential
impact which might result from approval of past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future projects, in conjunction with the proposed project addressed in this DEIR (last
sentence of the first paragraph). It also states that the CEQA Guidelines advise that
a discussion of cumulative impacts should reflect both their severity and the
likelihood of their occurrence (first sentence of the second paragraph). However,
information provided in the DEIR does not satisfy these two statements. The
following concerns need to be addressed in order to provide adequate analysis of
the potential cumulative impacts:

a) As stated in Section 6.3 Analysis of Cumulative Impacts, with the exception of
traffic, the thresholds of significance used throughout the analyses of cumulative
impacts are the same as those listed throughout Section 4.0 Environmental
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d)
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Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation and Avoidance Measures. The use of different
thresholds of significance for cumulative impact analysis does not allow for better
understanding of cumulative impacts as compared with near-term impacts
described in section 4.0. Cumulative impact analysis should include analysis
based on consistent thresholds of significance with the near-term scenarios.

Cumulative impact analysis was provided for the screen line locations shown as
the E/F (congested) links in Tables 6.0-4 and 6.0-5 on pages 475 and 478. ltis
difficult to review these tables without being able to confirm the specific locations
of these links. For example, Link Set 9 is described as ‘N of US-101 & 1-880’
without reference to the crossing roadway. All of the cross streets need to be
provided in the tables. Additionally, cumulative impact analysis should be
performed for the study intersections as listed in Section 4.2 Transportation and
Traffic of the DEIR and the freeway and roadway segments as listed in Tables 5,
8, 9, 15,16, 22, and 23 included in Appendix C - Transportation Impact Analysis
so the potential cumulative impacts and their severity and likelihood of
occurrence at these intersections can be assessed.

It is essential that mitigation measures required for the study intersections and
freeway and roadway segments be identified in order to validate that “no feasible
mitigation beyond that already included in each (cumulative) project, was
identified that would reduce the impacts to a less than significant level” as stated
in Section 6.3.2.8 Cumulative Traffic Mitigation and again under Section 6.3.2.9
Conclusions regarding Cumulative Transportation & Traffic Impacts..

It is not clear if Bailey-over-the-Hill was modeled as a 2-lane or 4-lane roadway.
The DEIR should clarify the number of lanes for Bailey-over-the-Hill used in the
cumulative and other analysis scenarios.

Mitigation and Avoidance Measures - As stated in Section 6.3.2.9 Conclusions

regarding Cumulative Transportation & Traffic Impacts, the contribution of the CVSP
to the significant cumulative impact will be considerable based on the analysis in
Section 4.2.4. Thus, the DEIR must perform the following analysis to provide
disclosure of the potential impacts of the CVSP project:

a)

b)

Percentages of CVSP traffic contribution on the study intersections and freeway
and roadway segments under the cumulative conditions, similar to Tables G-9
and G-10 of Appendix C — Transportation Impact Analysis should be identified so
they can be used to evaluate the magnitude of the considerable CVSP impacts.
They can also be used as a reference for the project’s fair share contribution
toward the mitigation measures required for Impact C-TRAN-1 through Impact C-
TRANS-4 based on the General Plan Amendment screen line analysis and
mitigation measures that would be required for the cumulative impacts as
commented in 8 (¢ ) above.

Impacts of Bailey-over-the-Hill as a 4-lane and a 2-lane roadway should be
evaluated to see if widening of this roadway can relieve some of the freeways
and roadways identified as having unavoidable impacts with no feasible
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mitigation measures. Four-lane Bailey-over-the-Hill with additional improvements
along Almaden Expressway may be required to reduce the significant impacts on
the adjacent freeways and roadways.

Please let me know if you have any questions about the above comments.

Sincerely,

Chwen C. Smpocanont
P.E.,T.E., PTOE

2280 North First Street, Suite 102 | San Jose, California 95131 | T408.544.2477 | F 408.544.2478 | www.tylin.com



ATTACHMENT - B

CVSP EIR Traffic Study Scenario 5/7/2007
City of San José

Existing Conditions. Existing conditions were represented by existing peak-hour traffic volumes on
the existing roadway network. Traffic volumes collected in approximately 2004-2005 were used in this
analysis.

Background Conditions. Background conditions were represented by background traffic volumes
with the approved Coyote Valley Research Park (CVRP) on the near-term roadway network. The CVRP
project located in North Coyote Valley was approved in April 2002. Background traffic volumes were
estimated by adding to existing peak-hour volumes the projected volumes from approved but not yet
completed developments within each jurisdiction with CVRP.

Near-Term CVSP Buildout Project Conditions. Near-Term CVSP Buildout Project Conditions
were represented by background traffic volumes, with the proposed CVSP project, on the near-term
roadway network. Background traffic volumes with the project were estimated by adding to the
background traffic volumes (with the CVRP project trips removed) the additional traffic generated by
50,000 jobs/25,000 homes within CVSP. Project conditions were evaluated relative to background
conditions in order to determine potential project impacts.

Near-Term Partial CVSP Project Conditions. Near-Term Partial CVSP Project conditions were
represented by background traffic volumes, with only a portion of the proposed CVSP development
levels, on the near-term roadway network. Background traffic volumes with the partial CVSP project
were estimated by adding to background traffic volumes (with the CVRP project trips removed) the
additional traffic generated by 25,000 jobs/10,000 homes within CVSP. Partial CVSP project conditions
were evaluated relative to background conditions in order to-determine potential project impacts.

GPA CVSP Buildout Conditions. A long-term General Plan analysis (Horizon Year 2020) consistent
with City of San Jose policy evaluated the effects of the amendment of the City’s General Plan to reflect
50,000 jobs/25,000 homes within CVSP.

Cumulative GPA With CVSP Buildout. A long-term General Plan analysis (Horizon Year 2020)
consistent with City of San Jose policy evaluated the effects of the amendment of the City’s General Plan
to reflect 50,000 jobs/25,000 homes within CVSP as well as other pending GPA amendments in the City
of San Jose. :

Cumulative GPA With Partial CVSP. A long-term General Plan analysis (Horizon Year 2020)
consistent with City of San Jose policy evaluated the effects of the amendment of the City’s General Plan
to reflect 25,000 Jobs/10,000 homes within CVSP as well as other pending GPA amendments in the City
of San Jose. ’

2030 ABAG Constrained. This scenario is equivalent to the South County Circulation Study "2030
Commiitted Scenario” and it used land use data constrained to be consistent with ABAG 2030 projections.
The Coyote Valley Specific Plan area, under this long-range scenario was constrained to include a
maximum of 10,000 residential units and 20,000 jobs. Future projections of land development within
Morgan Hill, Gilroy and unincorporated Santa Clara County were also modeled as constrained to ABAG
2030 levels consistent with the land use assumptions used for the south County Circulation Study.

2030 South County Buildout. This scenario is equivalent to the South County Circulation Study
"Full-Buildout Scenario" and it represents full development (approximately 25,000 residential units and
50,000 jobs) within the Coyote Valley Specific Plan area. This long-range scenario was not constrained to
ABAG 2030 projections. Future projections of land development within Morgan Hill, Gilroy and
unincorporated Santa Clara County were also modeled as General Plan buildout levels consistent with the
land use assumptions used for the south County Circulation Study.






County of Santa Clara

Parks and Recreation Department

208 Garden Hill Drive

L.0s Gaios. California 95032-7669
(408) 3552200 FAX 355-2200
Reservations (408) 355-2201
wwiw . parkhere. org

June 25, 2007

Mr. Darryl Boyd, Principal Planner

City of San Jose Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street, 3™ Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Re: Coyote Valley Specific Plan Draft EIR (CVSP DEIR) (SCH 200506217)
County Parks and Recreation Department’s Comments on Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Boyd,

The County of Santa Clara (County) has been identified as a responsible agency for the CVSP
project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15381. In consultation with EMC Planning Group Inc.
and Balance Hydrologics, Inc., the Santa Clara County Parks Department (Parks Department) has
conducted a review of the DEIR for adequacy regarding the disclosure and analysis of the
proposed project’s impacts to County resources. The Parks Department submits the following
comments specific to parks and recreation impacts on County-owned parkland in conjunction
with comments that have been prepared by EMC Planning Group, Inc. and Balance Hydrologics,
Inc. on behalf of the Parks Department for this DEIR review.

Previously, the County submitted a 22-page comment letter that was prepared by the Parks
Department as part of the July 1, 2005 response to the CVSP Notice of Preparation (NOP). The
Parks Department’s identified seventeen (17) areas with potentially significant impacts, including
potential impacts to land use, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, parks and
recreation services, and cumulative impacts to Coyote Creek. In response to the NOP, the Parks
Department requested sufficient details be provided in the identified areas to allow for a
meaningful response, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, to fully assess the impacts
of the project on County resources. Unfortunately, the DEIR does not provide sufficient details
for many areas of potentially significant impacts and should be revised for a meaningful review.

Compliance with the Agreement for Bailey Avenue Overcrossing Easements between
County of Santa Clara, City of San Jose and Coyote Valley Research Park, LLC: The
CVSP land use plan and DEIR have not addressed the City’s legal obligations under the
Agreement for Bailey Avenue Overcrossing Easements which the City and County entered into
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on July 9, 2001. According to this tri-party agreement, the City and CVRP are required to plan,
build and open for public use a paved, multi-use trail within the Coyote Valley planned
development area that will complete the cross-valley regional trail connection for the Bay Area
Ridge Trail and Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail routes, as identified in the Board-
approved Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan Update of the County General Plan
(November, 1995). The CVSP land use plan, urban design concepts and phasing plan have not
fully disclosed the details regarding the timing and completion of this future trail alignment
within CVSP area. Additionally, the DEIR neglects to describe how this cross-valley, regional
trail route would be integrated within the circulation pattern for this new town.

Impacts to Public Services (Parks and Recreation) - Loss of public parklands: Prior to the
release of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the DEIR, the County and City staff met to discuss
parks and recreation concerns regarding the CVSP land use plan on March 9, and April 20, 2006.
At these meetings and at other Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings held as part of the
CVSP planning process, the Parks Department advised the City staff that County parkland would
not be available for private development or mitigations for CVSP project impacts. The CVSP
land use plan, however continues to assume that the County would accept the proposed changes
to land ownership and non-park uses for the areas east of Monterey Road that are under County
ownership.

In meetings with the City, the Parks Department has stated numerous objections to the City’s
proposed use of County parklands and has identified encroachments of up to 20 acres within
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park. Despite the County’s objections, the DEIR fails to re-
evaluate the proposed encroachments upon Coyote Creek Parkway County Park. These
parklands are already managed as resource management zones for the protection and
enhancement of a sustainable riparian habitat corridor and cannot be considered mitigation for
impacts from private development. Further, the DEIR does not acknowledge that any proposed
changes to use of public parkland must be acceptable to the overall General Plan goals, policies,
and guidelines of the County and that the County’s Board of Supervisors has the ultimate
authority to approve any changes in land use and ownership of County-owned lands. Thus, the
DEIR fails to disclose that these mitigations are likely infeasible as the County will not consent
and the development and/or City is unlikely to be able to acquire these lands without consent.

Even if the land could be acquired without County consent, the DEIR fails to disclose that the
replacement of County parkland affected (the amount of which should be disclosed) would be
required as in-kind replacement, at a minimum (California State Public Resources Code, Section
5400, et. seq. Public Park Preservation Act of 1971).

The DEIR contains no analysis of these impacts and should be revised to identify the amount of
parkland to be affected by the project. The DEIR should also identify appropriate in-kind



mitigation and proposed location of replacement parkland within the project area and adjacent to
an existing County Park.

The DEIR assumes that the County may be willing to accept proposed off-site mitigation
measures for project impacts related to wetlands and open water communities and impacts related
to riparian communities on County land adjacent to Coyote Creek (as identified under MM BIO-
2.2 and MM BIO-5.1). Public parklands contained within Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
are not available for off-site mitigation purposes for the CVSP project, and such uses would be
inconsistent with the Board-adopted policies of the Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan (approved by the County
Board of Supervisors, March 2007).

Impacts to Public Services (Parks and Recreation), - Need to provide additional public
parklands: In response to the NOP, the Parks Department identified the need for the CVSP to
provide regional parkland, based upon the service level objectives/standards set forth in the City
of San Jose’s General Plan policies (DEIR states that, “the City seeks to provide 7.5 acres of
regional/City-wide parkland per 1,000 residents...”). Because the CVSP land use plan fails to
plan for-additional regional parkland within Coyote Valley, the DEIR also fails to evaluate the
recreational impacts related to increased public use of existing parks and trails within the
County’s regional parks in the project vicinity. The DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the public
services impacts of the project associated with 80,000 to 90,000 new residents and work day
visitors from the 55,000 new jobs using Coyote Creek Trail, Coyote Creek Parkway and other
County parks in the vicinity. On page 411 in the Public Services section, the DEIR merely
dismisses any impact stating that, “[d]evelopment of the CVSP was acknowledged in Santa Clara
County’s Coyote Creek Parkway Master Plan,” implying that there would be no impacts to the
park facility because the CVSP was merely mentioned in the County’s master plan. The DEIR is
completely void of any analytical basis for claiming that there will not be significant impacts to
County parks. The DEIR should be revised to evaluate the future, long-term impacts of the
project on existing County parks, trails and recreational facilities.

The Public Services section of the DEIR does not include thresholds of significance, as does other
sections of the DEIR, as required by CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, indicates that a
proposed project may have a significant impact on the environment if it, “{W]ould...increase the
use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.” The existing
regional parks and trails network within and adjacent to Coyote Valley would experience huge
recreational uses and demands from the CVSP, a new town of approximately 80,000 to 90,000
new residents and work day visitors from the 55,000 new jobs. It is anticipated that the County
Parks Department would be burdened with additional recreational demands and maintenance
needs for Coyote Creek Parkway County Park, Santa Teresa County Park and Calero County



Park since the city does not anticipate providing additional regional parkland as part of their
provision of parks for this project. The DEIR should be revised to evaluate this impact.

Improper conclusions regarding impacts to the Riparian Corridor of Coyote Creek: In
response to the NOP, the Parks Department supported the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s
(SCVWD) recommendation for the DEIR to evaluate the City’s riparian setback requirements for
the Coyote Creek corridor.  The Parks Department also supported the SCVWD’s
recommendation for the establishment of a performance-based riparian corridor policy where
impacts of proposed development on all functions, uses, and values of a riparian corridor are
considered, so as to adequately avoid or mitigate the project’s impacts (see July 3, 2005 Letter
Jfrom Vincent Stephens, PE, SCVWD Community Project Review Unit, to Darryl Boyd, City of San
Jose Department of Planning, attached hereto as Attachment 1). The DEIR includes no such
performance measures. Instead, the DEIR states that with the exception of two bridge crossings,
all development proposed east of Monterey Road occurs outside the application of a 100° setback
from Coyote Creek. No further impacts were identified. No further consideration was given to
the need to also provide buffer zones to transition between sensitive biological communities and
highly urbanized land uses. Given the failure to provide specific and quantifiable information on
existing conditions along Coyote Creek, it is inconclusive that all impacts to the sensitive riparian
communities and hydrological functions have been avoided. Further, there are numerous impacts
that the DEIR asserts have been reduced to “less than significant” based on the unsupported
conclusion that the 100 foot setback is adequate. Specific comments are provided in the attached
reports from both EMC Planning Group, Inc.and Balance Hydrologics, Inc.

Request from USFWS to meet and confer on issues related to impacts to Coyote Creek and
Coyote Valley: In a joint letter to the City, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) requested that the City, “...in partnership with the
Service, CDFG, Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and Santa Clara County
Parks, meet to reach agreement on what values are commonly desired for the area, identify what
data or modeling may be needed to define how to achieve those goals, and produce a draft plan to
be incorporated into the CVSP.” (January 3, 2007 USFWS and CDFG letter) The Parks
Department supports this request and would welcome the opportunity to follow the
recommendations of the USFWS and CDFG to meet and evaluate the protection of Coyote Creek,
prior to the revision and recirculation of the DEIR and CVSP land use plan.

Information-sharing with the City throughout CVSP planning process: Since the initiation
of the CVSP project in September 2002, the Parks Department staff has actively participated in
the Task Force Committee, Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Parks Sub-Committee
meetings, where the Parks Department’s concerns, and most recent technical information was
shared with the City’s staff and project consultants. Focused meetings between City and County
staff to review and address parks and trail linkage concerns, interface issues with Coyote Creek
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Parkway County Park and share natural resources data that the County compiled for Coyote
Creek were also conducted as part of the project’s extended Parks Sub-Committee Meetings
(6/9/2004, 7/29/2004, 8/12/2004, 1/11/2005, 2/2/2005, 7/21/2005, etc.). Despite all of the
County’s proactive efforts, the City has not incorporated data that have been developed and
provided as part of the Program Document for the Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan, May 2003, and site-specific
riparian habitat corridor data published in the Draft Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan, May 2006. Additionally, the
DEIR has not included independent data such as the San Francisco Estuary Institute’s Historical
Ecology Study of Coyote Creek, July 2006. Additional specific comments are provided in the
attached reports from both EMC Planning Group, Inc.and Balance Hydrologics, Inc

We appreciate that the City has provided additional time for commenting on the DEIR and would
appreciate notification on any follow-up actions regarding this plan.

Sincerely,

Vv

| Lisa Killough, Director

Attachments: July 5, 2005 Letter from Vincent Stephens, PE, Santa Clara Valley Water District
Community Project Review Unit, to Darryl Boyd, City of San Jose Department
of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

Sof3
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5750 ALMADEN EXPWY
SAN JOSE, CA 95118-3686
TELEPHONE {408} 265-2600
FACIMILE {408) 266-0271
www.valleywater.org
AN EQUAL OFPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

File: 29241
Fisher Creek

July 5, 2005

Mr. Daryl Boyd
Department of Planning, Building, and

Code Enforcement B8 2
City of San Jose CITY OF SAN JOS

i
801 North First Street PLANNING DIVISION
San Jose, CA 95110-1702

Dear Mr. Boyd:

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for Coyote Valley
Specific Plan

The Santa Clara Valley Water District (District) received the subject environmental document on
June 6, 2005, For purposes of information, the District was created by an act of the California
Legislature that allows the District to operate as a State of California Special District with
jurisdiction throughout Santa Clara County. The District Act authorizes the District to “. . .
provide comprehensive water management for all beneficial uses and protection from flooding
within Santa Clara County.” The mission of the District is a healthy, safe, and enhanced quality
of living in Santa Clara County through watershed stewardship and comprehensive
management of water resources in a practical, cost-effective, and environmentally sensitive
manner. The District has adopted various Ordinances and Policies that allow it fo accomplish
its mission.

The District will work collaboratively with the City of San Jose (City) and Coyote Valley Specific
Pian (CVSP) stakeholders to ensure a shared vision for a sustainable and environmentally
sensitive development that contributes to an enhanced quality of life for the existing and future
residents of Coyote Valley, the City, and all of Santa Clara County. To that end, in May of 2004,
District staff provided Guiding Principles to help the City and its consultants in identifying,
developing, ranking, and implementing alternatives for the CVSP. Transmitted for your use is a
copy of the principles. These Guiding Principles specifically relate to our Board of Directors’
Ends Policies for water supply, flood protection, and watershed stewardship.

The CVSP Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) should assess the impacts of the
proposed project in the context of District Statutory powers and duties, Ordinances and Policies,
as highlighted in the Guiding Principles and the following comments:

The CVSP DEIR

1. In accordance with Section 21069 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
and in keeping with the procedures described in State CEQA Guidelines, the District will
act as a Responsible Agency for certain aspects of the project, including wholesale

The mission of the Sania Clara Valley Water District is a healihy, safe and enhanced quality of living in Santa Clara County through watershed
siewardship and comprehensive management of water resources in o practical, cosi-effective and environmenially sensitive manner.
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water supply and the operation of the conveyance system for flood protection which may
include both Fisher and Coyote Creeks. The DEIR must focus on development of a
sustainable project that minimizes the need for mitigation with respect to all elements of
water resources.

The Proposed Development section of the NOP states that the project is developed
utilizing the concept of sustainable, transit-oriented, walk able, residential, retail, and
mixed-use development (p. 7). The term “sustainable” needs to be defined, particularly
in the context of water supply and flood protection. For example, energy use both for
water supply and flood protection could resuit in significant individual or cumulative
impacts to air quality from electricity generation.

District Board Policy E-1 states that the mission of the District is a healthy, safe, and
enhanced quality of living in Santa Clara County through watershed stewardship and the
comprehensive management of water resources in a practical, cost-effective, and
environmentally sensitive manner. Thus, in the District view, the terms practical, cost
effective, and environmentally-sensitive provide a good start toward a definition of the
term sustainable. The DEIR should develop alternatives that minimize the
environmental impacts and the need for mitigation. Specifically, the project should be
developed to minimize the cost and energy use associated with water transport and
surface water quality protection (e.g., proposed lake and urban canal circulation).

In the Environmental Effects of the Project, Land Use section, the NOP states that
potential land-use constraints and compatibility between proposed uses will be
addressed. The specific compatibility criteria described in the NOP include odors, shade
and shadow, electro-magnetic frequencies (EMF), and visual intrusion. In accordance
with District policy, compatibility of the urban environment with the creek environment
should be studied in the DEIR.

The District Act empowers the District to enhance, protect, and restore riparian streams,
riparian corridors, and natural resources in connection with carrying out its projects.
District Board Policy E-1.1 requires that opportunities to enhance or restore natural
resource benefits of streams and watersheds be identified for specific projects.
Accordingly, the DEIR should determine whether new urban uses will impair the ability of
the District to enhance or restore natural resource benefits in the creek corridors.
Examples of project features that could adversely impact creek corridors include
encroachment of high density housing and roadways with inadequate buffers/setbacks
or pedestrianfequestrian trails on separate sides of the realigned Fisher Creek. When
both compatibility and biological impacts are combined, a setback requirement that is
based on adjacent riparian habitat and integrated with any desired recreation elements
may be required to mitigate potential project impacts.

Hydrology and Flood Protection

4.

The District Act empowers the District to protect the county from flood and storm waters.
District Board Policy E-2.2 requires that flood protection facilities be operated and
maintained to provide the level of protection for which they were designed in order to
protect the community and to comply with regulations of the federal flood insurance rate
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program. Flood protection systems to alleviate the existing flooding conditions in the
CVSP area should be fully identified and described in the DEIR in order to mitigate the
potentially significant effects on locating new development in the area. |n addition, the
specific flood protection measures proposed for the CVSP must not adversely impact the
conveyance and storage improvements identified for the Coyote Valley Research Park
(CVRP) development.

The existing Federal Insurance Rate maps on Fisher Creek show the entire site is within
designated flood zones, where the base flood elevations have been determined. In
addition, portions of the site are in flood zone D, areas of undetermined, but possible
flood hazards. To comply with federal flood insurance regulations, the lowest floor and
highest adjacent grade of any building must be above the base flood elevation. The
District recommends that the lowest floor be a minimum of 2 feet above the 100-year
flood elevations for purposes of freeboard.

5. District Board Policy E. 2.2.1 requires that natural flood protection balance
environmental quality, community benefit and protection from creek flooding in a cost
effective manner. In the long term, flood channels that are designed with geomorphic
principles result in reduced sediment removal, bank repairs, and maintenance
requirements. Flood protection infrastructure designed in this way are better capable of
providing habitat and contributing to water quality goals with the least long term cost. In
accordance with these principles, The Hydrology and Water Quality sections of the DEIR
should clearly describe aspects of the realigned Fisher Creek channel that will result in a
geomorphologically stable creek and a functional, modified flood plain without active
recreation features (tennis courts, basketball courts, baseball fields, efc.). This approach
will:support quality riparian and wildlife habitat with minimal channel maintenance
requirements in the long term.

6. District Board Policy E-2.2 identifies the objective of ensuring future land use practices
will not subject existing urban areas to additional flooding. Placing fill in the existing
flood plain of Fisher Creek will alter its storage capacity and reroute flood waters
throughout the site. Alteration of the flood plain which would cause induced flooding on
adjacent property or affect property downstream on Coyote Creek must not occur. The
DEIR should evaluate mitigation measures such as: on-stream storage, off-stream
storage, combinations of storage systems, and flood conveyance channels should be
identified and analyzed to mitigate for the alteration of the flood plain and increasing the
amount of runoff from impervious surfaces due to development.

7. District Board Policies E-2.2.1 for natural flood protection and E-3.1.1 for healthy
ecosystems would best be served by development of a performance based riparian
corridor policy for the CVSP area. The specific policy should develop a riparian corridor
requirement based on geomorphic width requirements, habitat width requirements, and
recreation width requirements. The sum of these three requirements would result in the
appropriate corridor width. Using the City's Riparian Corridor guidelines for the creek
systems may result in long term individual and cumulative impacts.

The current City Riparian Corridor guidelines would typically require minimal setback in
areas where the tree canopy and understory vegetation is limited and the creek is .
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unstable. This is the exact opposite of what would be appropriate from a riparian
corridor planning perspective. That is, where the creek is most impacted, more area is
needed in order to provide for future stability in a significantly different configuration than
that which exists today. The DEIR should identify the development impacts and whether
a more protective riparian corridor policy specific to the CVSP project may be required
as a mitigation measure.

District Policy EL-4 identifies the necessity to identify credible revenues for capital
projects and operations (e.g., maintenance). Design and construction of the proposed
flood protection improvements in Coyote Valley will directly impact the existing flood

. plain and drainage patterns in the area. If funding sources for the operation and

10.

maintenance of the flood protection improvements are inadequate, future maintenance
activities may be affected and result in reduced performance and a lower level of
protection for which a facility was designed. District ownership, operation, and
maintenance of the proposed flood protection improvements in Coyote Valley are
contingent upon adequate funding from a financing mechanism or assessments that
may be required as part of the approvals for the proposed development. The District is
not interested in the ownership of the proposed urban lake and canal. The role of the
District pertaining to the operation of the proposed lake for flood protection purposes
shall be determined.

The District's Act, Section 4(g), empowers the District to: enhance, protect, and restore
streams, riparian corridors, and natural resources. Additionally, District Policies E-2.2
and E-3.1 identifies the objective of protecting the environment during formulation of
projects and programs which the District may undertake. In keeping with these
objectives and purposes, the District recommends that roadways, parking lois, and all
site improvements in the CVSP area should be setback from existing or proposed flood
conveyance channels and storage areas. For example, since Coyote Creek provides
valuable riparian habitat that serves as a wildlife corridor, adequate buffers, and public
access controls necessary to protect the resources should be provided adjacent to
development. Developments adjacent to creeks should be carefully developed to
protect natural resources and to avoid conflicts associated with accessing, operating, or
maintaining the flood protection facilities. The DEIR should therefore identify the
impacts that development would have on existing and future riparian corridors and the
mitigation measures that are to be implemented. The most common mitigation measure
would be adequate setback and limited active encroachment which should be
scientifically determined by a biologist and fluvial geomorphologist.

The trigger for development in Coyote Valley will be changed to allow residential
development to start with fewer jobs being created. This will allow for smaller
developments to occur that may not require all the flood protection or water supply
infrastructure of large scale developments. Development should be properly staged with
the construction of flood protection and water supply infrastructure so as to avoid
causing induced flooding conditions or adversely impacting groundwater supplies. For
example, flood protection improvements (channels and storage) are generally
constructed beginning downstream and continue upstream and are based upon full build
out of a tributary area. Since build-out of Coyote Valiey will occur over two or more
decades, constructing an interim set of flood protection measures would be less
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problematic than a series of individual elements (e.g., on site detention) constructed in a
piece-meal manner. The design and operation of any flood protection system, whether it
is interim or final, must be fully defined and provide 10- and 100-year protection. The
DEIR should identify the impacts associated with phasing development and discuss
what specific mitigation measures will be utilized for the CVSP project.

In the unlikely event that Anderson Dam and/or Coyote Dam were to fail, the water
within the reservoir would flow downstream and follow the existing waterways. The
amount of water routed downstream would depend upon how much water was in
storage behind the dam. The DEIR should identify this existing condition and discuss
the associated risks of developing the CVSP area.

Surface Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff

12.

13.

In order to implement the District’s statutory role in protecting the water supply, District
Ordinance 83-2, Saction 6.1, prohibits the pollution of water supplies of the District,
whether in surface streams, reservoirs, or conduits of any kind, or of groundwater, by
any-direct or indirect means. Development of Coyote Valley will impact surface water
quality and potentially groundwater quality. The DEIR should analyze those impacts and
feasible mitigation measures. In addition, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) regulates municipal storm water flow into the San Francisco
Bay-and creeks throughout the Bay Area. The RWQCB regulations require storm water
from new and redevelopment projects to be treated before being discharged into Bay
Area water bodies. Types of storm water controls include routing the runoff through
landscaping, ponds, filters, or other options to remove pollutants.

TheDistrict works to protect both surface and groundwater quality by emphasizing the
use of non-point source water quality treatment measures for new developments and
redevelopment sites. The design of the individual sites should incorporate pre and post
construction water quality mitigation measures such as those found in “Start at the
Source, Residential Site Planning and Design Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality
Protection,” prepared for the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association.
Water quality measures such as bio-filters, drainage swales, concave medians, and
pervious islands can be utilized on individual sites.

District Board Policies E-2.2.2.2 and E-3.1.1 identify the objective of clean safe water in
our creeks and bays as well as maintaining healthy creek ecosystems. Increased
frequency and volume of runoff from the proposed development can adversely impact
the receiving waters of Fisher Creek and Coyote Creek. Impacts consist of erosion,
sedimentation, deposition, reduced channel conveyance capacity, and increased
maintenance of the channels. The DEIR should analyze these impacts and identify
feasible mitigation measures.

Implementation of hydrologic modification measures based upon the RWQCB C.3
regulations are an effective means of mitigating increased frequency and runoff volume.
Specific hydrologic modification requirements should be employed for each proposed
site development. Since the Coyote Valley groundwater subbasin is unconfined and the
soils are highly permeable, retention basins intended o meet the RWQCB
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14.

15.

hydro-modification regulations should not be utilized. Using retention basins would
result in infiltration of stormwater runoff into the groundwater basin and impact the
groundwater quality.

A Notice of Intent must be filed with the RWQCB in compliance with the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System for storm water discharge prior to beginning
construction on individual sites. In keeping with the aforementioned District Policies
(E-2.2.2.2 and E-3.1.1), the DEIR should include a discussion of this requirement and
the Storm Water Pollution Plan that must be prepared for the development(s).

District Board Policy EL-7 states that the organization should not be exposed to
unnecessary liability. The DEIR should include a Phase | hazardous materials
assessment for the lands that may become a part of the proposed flood protection
improvements or other District infrastructure should be completed. The Phase |
assessment can be used to establish the occurrence of any potential contamination in
the soils or groundwater on the site and identify feasible remediation measures.

Water Supply, Recycled Water, and Water Conservation

16.

A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) is required by Water Code Section 10910 (SB 610)
and should be completed prior to the issuance of a DEIR. Under SB 610, preparing the
WSA for new development is the responsibility of the appropriate water retail agency.
However, if the CEQA lead agency is unable to identify the retail water supplier for the
project, then the lead agency is responsible for preparing the SB 610 Assessment. The
WSA should be included in the DEIR.

. The WSA completed for the DEIR should evaluate the extent to which the future land

uses will likely increase water demand compared to existing land use. The WSA must
address whether the projected water supply for the next 20 years—based on normal,
single dry, and multiple dry years—is sufficient to meet the demand projected for the
project plus existing and planned future uses. This WSA should be in keeping with
District reliability policy that calls for making investments such that the water supply
needs of our customers can be met without cutback during a repeat of historical
hydrology, as stated in the District’s Integrated Water Resources Planning (IWRP) Study
2003 and its 2001 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The future water supply
should be described in terms of District Policies and IWRP 2003 objectives. The IWRP
2003 objectives are as follows:

Ensure supply reliability.

Ensure supply diversity.

Ensure water quality.

Minimize cost impacits.

Maximize adaptability.

Protect the natural environment (by maxnmtzmg benefit to habltat ensuring
environmental water quality, and maximizing efficiency of existing water
resources).

’ Ensure community benefits (for recreation, flood protection, and land surface
subsidence prevention).
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17.

18.

19.

As the water wholesaler and groundwater manager in Coyote Valley, the City requested
the District, in a consultation role, provide information relevant to the water supply for the
proposed CVSP. The District prepared a Water Supply Availability Analysis (Analysis)
that was transmitted to the City in April 2005 (enclosed). The District’'s Analysis provides
information that will assist in the preparation of the CVSP DEIR for the WSA by the City
or water retailer. This document includes: a discussion of the existing conditions in
Coyote Valley, the projected water supply based on current operations and facilities, and
the estimated water demand after the CVSP is in place. Possible alternatives for
supplementing the water supply in Coyote Valley are also discussed. The Analysis is
consistent with the District's 2001 UWMP and the 2003 IWRP, both of which considered
the water demand from the proposed CVSP. The information and alternatives
discussion in the Analysis should be reflected both in the City's WSA and the DEIR
evaluation of water resources impacts and mitigation measures.

The information provided in the District's Analysis reflected an understanding of the
CVSP at that time, which included the City Council’s Vision Statement calling for 25,000
households and 50,000 jobs. The NOP states that the CVSP includes approximately
26,600 dwelling units and 53,000 jobs with approximately 1.5 million square feet of retail
uses and perhaps two high schools, two middle schools, seven elementary schools, a
community college, various parks and festival facilities, and other uses. The water
demand projections used in the District's Analysis do not reflect this additional
information. As the draft DEIR is developed, it is anticipated that more information on
the’land use and demographics resulting from the CVSP will be known, necessitating an
update of the water demand projections. The analysis of resource impacts in the DEIR
should be based on an update of the water demand projections as developed
collaboratively between the District, the City, and the CVSP project consultants.
Different CVSP project alternatives may have different water demand projections and
impacts, which require different mitigation measures.

District Policy £-2.1.3 states that water supply is reliable to meet future demands. The
impacts of the CVSP alternatives on water supply source availability, water quality, and
water reliability in the Coyote Valley area and elsewhere in the District's service area
should be evaluated. Preliminary estimates of the water demands in the Coyote
Subbasin with the CVSP development are 16,000 to 20,000 acre-feet per year
compared to 8,000 acre-feet per year of water used if the subbasin is to remain in
balance. Avoiding impacts to groundwater users and the ecological resources
dependent on the groundwater resource, including Coyote Creek fisheries, will require
mitigation for the water supply impacts. Possible mitigation measures for the impacts to
the water supply should be evaluated, including:

Aggressive water conservation.

Extensive use of recycled water from the existing Silver Creek delivery system.
Expansion of the South Bay Water Recycling delivery capacity.

Additional groundwater recharge facilities.

Treated surface water deliveries.

Export of water from the Santa Clara Valley Subbasin.

Additional water transfers from other water purveyors in the state.

Additional surface water storage in-county or out-of-county.

¢ & ¥ o 6 o© o o
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o Watershed to watershed transfers and storage.
. Additional groundwater storage out of county.
. Altering the land use plan to minimize water supply impacts or shortfalls.

20.

21.

The water supply impacts of the CVSP on existing water users and other future water
users within the county should be discussed and potential mitigation measures
identified. Any mitigation measures which would create significant effects in addition to
those impacts associated directly with the proposed CVSP project need to be analyzed
and their mitigation measures should also be identified in the DEIR.

A provision of District water supply services may require location of facilities such as
percolation facilities within the greenbelt area. At the first CEQA scoping meeting held
on June 21, 2005, City staff and the DEIR consultants informed the audience that the
greenbelt area would not be studied. To the extent that this means that impacts
associated with water supply infrastructure (percolation ponds, transmission pipelines,
etc.) required in the greenbelt are not identified, the ability of the District to actas a
Responsible Agency would be significantly affected. Project alternatives that require
land area or facilities in the greenbelt, whether directly or in order to implement
mitigation resources, must be analyzed in the DEIR.

The District's 2003 IWRP identified a need for additional recharge capacity to serve
south Santa Clara County in the future, including the CVSP area. The land use
alternatives for the project should include the investigation of setting aside land for future
recharge facilities.in appropriate locations, as identified collaboratively by the City and
the District. These facilities can be compatible with other District and CVSP objectives,
such as recreation. Potential water supply sources for the recharge facilities should be
evaluated from the perspectives of water quality, water supply reliability, and cost both to
the CVSP users and to the District’s water supply customers as a whole.

One evaluation criteria for the CVSP development include ecological sustainability:
“CVSP should be designed to minimize waste, efficiently use its natural resources, and
to manage and conserve them for use of the present and future generations,” including
conserving water as a precious resource. This is in keeping with the prohibitions against
water waste in the California Water Code and supports District Board Policy E-2.1.3.,
which states that water supply is reliable to meet future demands.

In order to mitigate the impacts of the new development on water supply resources, the
District recommends maximizing water use efficiency measures throughout the CVSP,
including residences, businesses, landscaping, and public areas. Water use efficiency
measures that should be evaluated by the City in the CVSP DEIR include but are not
limited {o:

> Dual plumbing for interior recycled water use.

. Recycled water for exterior uses.

. Construction standards that require high-efficiency fixtures (for example,
high-efficiency 1.2-gallons-per-flush toilets).

. Construction standards that require high-efficiency devices for outdoor water

uses (such as self-adjusting weather-based irrigation controllers).



Mr. Daryl Boyd

Page 9
July 5,

22.

2005

. The use of fully advanced treated recycled water (e.g., reverse osmosis) for
irrigation of large landscaped areas.

. The use of fully advanced treated recycled water for all water features, such as
fountains as well as the focal-point lake and urban channel.

. Enforcement of the City's Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (as per
AB 325 1990).

. Promotion and use of drought tolerant and native plantings in landscaping.

Requiring appropriate water resource efficiency measures should be included in the
CVSP through the zoning code, design guidelines, development agreements, and
development permit conditions.

Section 13550(a) of the California Water Code states, “The Legislature hereby finds and
declares that the use of potable domestic water for nonpotable uses, including, but not
limited to, cemeteries, golf courses, parks, highway landscaped areas, and industrial and
irrigation uses, is a waste or an unreasonable use of the water within the meaning of
Section 2 of Article X of the California Constitution if recycled water is available which
meets all of the following conditions . . . ." In addition, District Policy E-2.1.6 supports
expanding the appropriate use of water recycling in Santa Clara County in partnership
with the community.

The CVSP consultants have preliminarily estimated that the large landscape area
(parks, schools, right-of-ways, and open space) within the CVSP is 730 acres, with an
estimated water usage of 4,000 acre-feet per year. In addition, it is estimated that
approximately 1,000 acre-feet of demand in the greenbelt area (primarily at the Coyote
Creek Golf Club) could also be met with recycled water if it were available. What has yet
to-be identified is the amount of recycled water, other than for large landscape areas,
which could be supplied for other non-potable uses such as office buildings and common
areas associated with the high density housing. The potential for recycled water use
within the CVSP should be fully analyzed in the DEIR. Recycled water use, including
dual plumbing, should be promoted in the CVSP land use plan, zoning, design
guidelines, development agreements, and development permit conditions.

The Silver Creek Pipeline that will serve the Metcalf Energy Center in north Coyote
Valley has capacity available to serve additional recycled water users in Coyote Valley
up to 5 million gallons per day (mgd). The existing delivery system could be expanded
for recycled water use beyond the District’s 5-mgd share of the Silver Creek pipeline.
Another alternative for expanding the recycled water capacity beyond the District's
5-mgd share of the existing system is through the development of a scalping plant in the
Coyote area. Diverting some of the wastewater stream from Coyote Creek and treating
it in Coyote Valley provides another source of recycled water, one not dependent on the
existing South Bay Water Resource delivery system. Discussion of these alternatives
should be included in the DEIR.

Groundwater Quality

23.

District Policies E-2.1.1 states that the available water supply meets or exceeds all
applicable water quality regulatory standards. The NOP identifies that “appropriately
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24.

treated recycled water would also be extended to the Greenbelt area for irrigation and
groundwater recharge purposes.” The use of recycled water for groundwater recharge
purposes will require approval of not only the District but the Departiment of Health
Services, and it is unknown whether that use is feasible in the Coyote Valley. This
alternative requires careful evaluation, and the District will work collaboratively with the
City to assess iis feasibility and its environmental consequences. The DEIR should not
conclude that recycled water will be used in to the Greenbelt for groundwater recharge
purposes until the evaluation is completed, it is deemed feasible, and the appropriate
agencies provide approval.

District Board Policy E-2.1.5 states that the groundwater basins are aggressively
protected from contamination or the threat of contamination. The Coyote Valley
groundwater subbasin is an unconfined highly permeable aquifer with high
transmissivities within the Specific Plan area. The groundwater subbasin is currently the
sole source of water supply for the Coyote Valley.

Alternatives for zoning, design guidelines, development agreements, and development
permits within the CVSP should be evaluated for the impacts on groundwater quality and
the groundwater resource, and mitigation measures should be identified and analyzed.
Potential groundwater impacts include the following:

i) Facilities that pose significant risks to groundwater include facilities that handle
hazardous materials, gasoline stations, dry cleaners, and hazardous waste
generators. Mitigation measures that should be evaluated include siting such
facilities outside the groundwater subbasin; siting such facilities outside of
wellhead protection zones around existing or future groundwater production
wells; prohibiting below-ground storage of chemicals for manufacturing, sale, or
commercial purposes; and requiring below-ground storage facilities to be
installed in vaults such that they can be visually inspected and repaired as
necessary. Active groundwater monitoring with response plans in place that
enable early warning and resource protection should be incorporated into
mitigation measures for the CVSP. More information on drinking water source
protection is available from the District and through the California Drinking Water
Source Assessment and Protection (DWSAP) program.

ii) Any surface waters that have the potential to percolate into the ground must be
of such quality as to not degrade the quality of the groundwater. Any water
features, flood retention or detention facilities, or storm water runoff will need to
be managed and/or treated so that they do not adversely impact the groundwater
resource. This is in accordance with the NPDES permit C.3 provisions.
Mitigation and monitoring measures that ensure the groundwater basin is
protected from water quality impacts from water features and urban runoff should
be identified and evaluated in the CVSP DEIR.

iil) The NOP refers to the use of appropriately treated recycled water. Given the
hydrogeology of the Coyote Subbasin, even when recycled water is intended for
irrigation, some of this applied water will work its way to the water table and the
principal aquifer. The recently completed Advanced Treated Recycled Water
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Feasibility Study concluded that the existing tertiary treated recycled water could
have impacts on Coyote Valley groundwater quality if used in that area. Using
the results of this feasibility study, additional District staff analysis that considered
all applicable regulations concluded that recycled water used in Coyote Valley
which may percolate into the groundwater subbasin be fully advanced treated.
Full advance treatment often includes reverse osmosis and ultraviolet light
treatment, or similarly effective treatment options. This conclusion was
supported by technical review performed by two different external consultants.
This is consistent with the District’s policy that the groundwater basins are
aggressively protected from contamination and the threat of contamination as
stated in the UWMP and the IWRP.

District Ordinance 90-1 governs the construction and destruction of groundwater wells.
If any groundwater wells will be altered, abandoned, or destroyed, a well permit from the
District will be required. The well(s) should be properly registered with the Disfrict and
either maintained or abandoned in accordance with established standards. For more
information regarding well permits please contact the District's Well Services Unit at
(408) 265-2600, extension 2660.

Watershed Operations

26.

27.

28.

Pumping of the Coyote groundwater basin for water supply is integral to the CVSP

project alternatives. District Board Policy E-3.1 states that watersheds, streams, and the
natural resources therein are to be protected and-when appropriate enhanced or
restored. Because groundwater pumping will impact surface waters in Coyote and
Fisher Creeks, the Biology section must evaluate the impacts of affecting these live
streams. Changes in the groundwater elevation may have far-reaching effects on the
surface water ecology.

The District's operations of Anderson Reservoir, Coyote Reservoir, and Coyote
Percolation Dam within the Coyote Creek watershed are governed by the State Water
Resources Control Board through water rights obligations and District Board Policy
EL-7.8, which states that water rights shall be protected. The District has operational
requirements and constraints that must be met. For example, the acceptable beneficial
uses under the District’s water rights for Anderson Reservoir are limited to domestic,
irrigation, and minor industrial uses and do not include architectural water features. The
District also must operate Anderson Reservoir and Coyote Canal based upon a court
settlement that dictates releases to Coyote Creek. In addition, the District has in-stream
obligations under the draft Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Collaborative Effort (FAHCE)
agreement with the regulatory resource agencies (California Department of Fish and
Game, RWQCB, U.S8. Fish and Wildlife) for the protection of steelhead on Coyote Creek
downstream of Anderson Dam. These constraints on watershed operations should be
analyzed in the DEIR.

In accordance with the September 9, 2003, Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between the City, County, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, and the
District, a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and Natural Community Conservation Plan
(HCCP) and related environmental documents are being developed. The DEIR should
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reference the HCP and NCCP and the relationship of any proposed mitigation for CVSP
impacts on endangered species as a result of the project.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Coyote Valley Specific Plan NOP.
Please transmit a minimum of four complete copies of the DEIR and the Appendices when they
are available for public review.

For all questions and inquiries for information regarding District water supply, recycled water,
flood protection, and watershed operations, please contact me at (408) 265-2607,
exfension 2439.

incerely,

Vincent Stephens, P.E.
Associate Civil Engineer

Community Projects Review Unit

Enclosure

ce: S. Williams, W. Wadlow, J. Fiedler, K. Whitman, M. Richardson, M. Klemencic,
S. Tippets, B. Ahmadi, J. Crowley, B. Judd, D. Higgins, B. Smith, E. Fostersmith,
S. Rose, M. Meredith, T. Hipol, S. Yung, S. Katric, J. Wang, W. Chang, L. Lee,
V. Stephens, File (2) '
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June 26, 2007

Lisa Killough, Director

Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department
298 Garden Hill Drive

Los Gatos, CA 95032-7669

Re: Coyote Valley Specific Plan Draft EIR (SCH 200506217)
Comments on Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Killough:

The Santa Clara County Parks Department (hereinafter “the County™) is a responsible agency
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15381, as the project will require approval by the County for
any type of construction within the Coyote Creek Parkway County Park, such as new roads,
bridges, or other public improvements. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15086(d),
Consultation Concerning Draft EIR, County Parks Department has hired EMC Planning Group
Inc. (EMC) to review the subject Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for adequacy
regarding the document’s disclosure and analysis of the proposed project’s encroachment into
the Coyote Creek riparian habitat corridor and the project’s impacts on the County’s natural
resources associated with the Coyote Creek Parkway and the adequacy of the mitigations
proposed to offset any impacts. Our comments focus on the following areas: environmental
setting and project description; biological resources, land use; growth-inducing impacts; and
alternatives.

Upon review of specific areas of the DEIR, EMC identified concerns with the adequacy of the
DEIR in relationship to the issues under the purview of County Parks. These are summarized in
the Introduction section below. This letter is structured so that comments on specific issue areas
are detailed following an overview of our major concerns. Impacts are analyzed for their
characterization, degree of significance, and the feasibility of the proposals to mitigate them.

When possible, alternative mitigation scenarios are offered for consideration.
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INTRODUCTION

Areas of major concern with the DEIR addressed in this letter are as follows:

A.

Environmental Setting and Project Description. The DEIR does not adequately
describe the project in its regional setting. (See CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 (a)).
The DEIR Project Description is for a highly urban area with almost no offsite context.
The most obvious omission was an inadequate characterization of Coyote Creek or the
land adjacent to the creek.

Biological Resources. The DEIR inadequately evaluates the Project’s impacts on the
biological resources of Coyote Creek—including protected biological communities,
special status species and habitats, and wildlife movement corridors, as well as the range
and degree of possible mitigations.

Land Use. The DEIR does not address the taking of public parklands.

Growth-Inducing Impacts. The DEIR underestimates the increase in demand and use
the project will have on the County’s existing parklands when combined with addition
development anticipated to occur as a result of this project.

Alternatives. The alternatives discussion does not provide quantitative discussion to
allow meaningful comparison of the alternatives with the project itself or with each
other. CEQA requires that the alternatives require sufficient information about each
alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed
project. Further, as an informational document, the DEIR must contain facts and
analysis, not just bare conclusions or opinion.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Please note that this letter refers to pagination as presented in the hard copy of the DEIR

provided to the County Parks Department for review. The electronic version found on the

website contains slightly different pagination.

A.

Environmental Setting and Project Description

Page 1, Project Location and Regional Environmental Setting. CEQA Guidelines
section 15125, Environmental Setting, requires an EIR to include a “description of the
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project...from both a local and
regional (emphasis added) perspective.” The description of the regional environmental
setting is necessary to gain an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed
project and its alternatives. The DEIR does not contain a comprehensive regional
environmental setting discussion that would provide the perspective that this new urban
area planned for 80,000 to 90,000 residents is actually located in, and surrounded by,
rural land. The text focuses only on the setting within the CVSP area itself.

Environmental setting discussions are truncated and relegated to individual issue area
sections of the DEIR, e.g., Existing Biological Resources, page 240. This discussion
provides a small paragraph with superficial data about surrounding mountains and water
courses in the area, but falls significantly short of providing the regional biological
resources context necessary to gain an understanding of the project’s effects on the
region’s biological resources (i.e., impacts to wildlife corridors). The DEIR should be
revised to provide clear textual and graphics depiction of the regional environmental
setting, especially with relation to the significant biological resources associated with
Coyote Creek, immediately east of the project site.

Page 14, Project Description. The DEIR does not provide adequate information about
the location and extent of impacts for the required infrastructure located on the east side
of Monterey, such as the proposed four-lane bridges over Coyote Creek, water tanks,
pipeline, and access roads in the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains to the west of the
CVSP area; as well as the Bailey-Over-the-Hill alignment area (see pages 2 and 18 of the
NOP comment letter). The DEIR states on page 277, “[I]mpacts associated with the two
proposed four-lane bridges over Coyote Creek were determined based upon the general.
locations known at this time, and are included in the development impacts to riparian
habitat in Table 4.6-7. Once the specific locations are determined, subsequent
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B.

environmental review shall be completed to determine specific impacts at the proposed
locations of the bridges and use of clear span structures and other techniques to minimize
impacts shall be determined at that time.” Because it is difficult to ascertain the specific
location of required extensions of roadways, water, sewer, and other utility lines into the
project site, the DEIR cannot accurately substantiate the amount of impacted acres of
riparian habitat area within Coyote Creek and in the lands adjacent to the park. Based on
our own analysis of the proposed land use plan, the project will impact approximately
84.7 acres of area within the minimum 500-foot riparian habitat corridor adopted by
Santa Clara County in March 2007 to protect riparian habitat required as part of the
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
and Master Plan (Integrated Plan) (please see Attachment 1, Extent of Development
with Riparian Habitat Corridor). Additionally, the DEIR states, “[w]ith the exception of
the two bridge crossings of Coyote Creek, all of the urban development proposed as part
of the CVSP project on the east side of Monterey Road would be constructed outside of
the 100-foot riparian corridor setback of Coyote Creek, as required by the City’s
Riparian Corridor Policy.” This statement does not identify and address the project’s
infrastructure needs and impacts for additional creek crossings, or encroachment into
Coyote Creek or onto other County parkland to accommodate roadway, water, sewer, or
other utility extensions. This level of information should have been included in the DEIR
and environmental review of these specific impacts should not be deferred to a later date.
The DEIR should be revised to address these impacts and include mitigations for the
project’s infrastructure requirements, which would be required as part of the initial phase
of the CVSP project.

Biological Resources

The following comments on the biological resources section of the DEIR have been divided into

three subcategories: Protected Biological Communities, Special Status Species and Habitats, and

Wildlife Movement Corridors. As this comment letter has been prepared for the County Parks

and Recreation Department, comments are predominantly focused on potential impacts to the

Coyote Creek Parkway; however this section also identifies gaps in analysis of the entire project

as well.

General comments on the Biological Resources Section of the DEIR of are as follows:

Page 24, Project Phasing. Activities affecting biological resources and/or mitigation
strategies to protect, enhance, or create habitat should be based on the phasing of
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construction proposed for the build-out of the project. The overall CVSP Resource
Management Plan (RMP) should phase impacts to biological resources based on the
anticipated cumulative impacts from the entire construction project in context with other
regional developments. The RMP needs to clearly state what, where, and when impacts
and mitigation efforts will occur, with defined mitigation goals, adaptive management
policies, and contingency measures if mitigation efforts are unsuccessful for each phase.

4. Page 192, Short-Term Noise Impacts. The DEIR does not evaluate short-term and
long-term noise impacts on noise-sensitive wildlife areas within and adjacent to Coyote
Creek County Park (see page 11 of the County Parks NOP comment letter). Page 191 of
the DEIR states that construction impacts to the Coyote Creek Parkway are described in
Section 4.6, Biological Resources; however, we could find no evidence of an impact and
mitigation discussion on the noise impacts to the parkway and special-status species
located within. Proposed mitigation measures (MM BIO-5.1, MM BIO-5.2) are
inadequate to address noise impacts related to construction activities and future noise
levels in order to protect the terrestrial, migratory, amphibian and aquatic wildlife
species within Coyote Creek. Additionally, the DEIR (page 76, consistenéy discussion
regarding San Jose General Plan’s Riparian Corridor and Upland Wetlands Policy #4)
incorrectly defers evaluating this potentially significant noise impact. It concludes that
the proposed project’s lighting, landscaping, hazardous materials storage, and noise
impacts would be reviewed for conformance with the requirements included within the
City’s Riparian Corridor Policy Study at the time specific development is proposed. The
DEIR should be revised to include an evaluation of the proposed project’s impacts on the
Coyote Creek riparian corridor and the wildlife therein, associated with lighting,
landscaping, hazardous materials storage, and noise.

5. Page 239, Biological Resources, notes that the site specific surveys were limited to
those properties to which the City received property owner permission to access.
According to County parks staff, based on a conversation during the May 1, 2007
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting, the City indicated that access was limited to
just under sixty percent of the properties within the specific plan boundary. Without
information regarding the known locations of the surveyed properties, it is not possible
to determine whether analysis of impacts to protected biological communities and special
status species and habitat has been adequately addressed. Although this information has
subsequently been provided on the City’s website, a figure showing the location of areas
not surveyed should be included in a revised DEIR and recirculated for review such that
reviewers may comment on the likelihood for the presence of wildlife species to occur in
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those areas. Based on a review of the graphic found on the website, it appears that much
of the area of biological significance (i.e. ponds, watercourses, serpentine grassland, oak
woodland) were not accessible. The lack of site specific information for a large
percentage of the CVSP area limits the ability of the reader to reach the conclusion that
many impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant impact. Once property access is
available, survey work should be completed and the analysis should be included in a
revised DEIR and recirculated for review.

6. Page 239, Biological Resources. The list of documents used to analyze impacts to
biological resources includes a jurisdictional wetland delineation. Maps created for this
document and conclusions regarding the quantified extent of jurisdictional waters should
be included in the analysis of impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S. CEQA
thresholds of significance consider impacts significant if they have a “substantial
adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
renioval, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.” Without maps clearly
identifying areas that were included within the delineation and completing thorough
quantitative analysis of the acreage of jurisdictional wetlands, the determination that
impacts to wetlands streams and ponds is less than significant cannot be determined as
stated in Impact BIO-2 on Page 307 of the DEIR. This information should be included in
a revised DEIR and recirculated for review.

7. Page 240, Existing Biological Resources. CEQA thresholds of significance consider
impacts significant if a “substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS” is identified. Figure 2.0-1, Draft Land Use
Plan, shows development proposed where tributaries are located. The general description
under Existing Resources contains references to the two perennial streams within the
specific plan boundary, Coyote Creek and Fisher Creek, however, at least five
intermittent streams shown as tributaries to perennial streams on the Morgan Hill USGS
topographic map are not mentioned (please see Attachment 2, USGS Quadrangle Map).
In addition, substantial information has been gathered on the Coyote Creek watershed as
part of the Santa Clara Valley Water District’s Coyote Creek Historical Watershed
Ecology Study (San Francisco Estuary Institute, 2006). No mention of this document or
the information regarding the watershed has been included in this document. Thus, the
DEIR does not include basic information that would allow a review and analysis of
impacts to these tributaries and the determination that impacts to wetlands streams and
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ponds is less than significant cannot be determined as stated on Page 308 of the DEIR.
Without sufficient review of impacts to the watershed and the species that rely on these
watercourses, this section is inadequate. An analysis of impacts to tributary waters
should be included in a revised DEIR and recirculated for review.

8. Page 239, Biological Habitats. The DEIR did not include detailed information showing
which portions of the project were surveyed for biological habitats and which were
evaluated using aerial photography. This information needs to be included to accurately
evaluate impacts for this project. The DEIR should also include a description of aerial
photographs used, including sources and dates, as aerial photographs shown throughout
the document (Figure 4.6-1, Biological Habitats in the CVSP Area, for example) are at
such a low resolution that habitat types are indistinguishable. It is important to be able to
distinguish between habitat types when evaluating the location and extent of special
status species, especially in the vicinity of protected habitats adjacent to Coyote Creek.
For example, it is difficult to distinguish between ponds with wetland habitat, ponds with
riparian habitat, or ponds surrounded by non-native grassland. This is important
information when considering the requirements of species such as the California tiger
salamander, whose larvae require the cover of aquatic vegetation for use as cover from
predators within ponds, such as fish. The DEIR maps do not adequately characterize the
range and extent of biological habitats. Without this critical information, the DEIR does
not include important and critical documentation necessary to evaluate impacts to
biological resources. The figures should be revised and the impacts analysis amended
and included in a revised DEIR and recirculated for review.

B1. Protected Biological Communities

The DEIR identifies a total of 13 distinct plant communities in the CVSP project. Of these, six
habitats within the CVSP plan boundary are identified by the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG 1999) as “sensitive” and are protected by state law: wetlands and open water
habitats, Central Coast cottonwood-sycamore riparian forest, central coast riparian scrub,
serpentine grassland, coast live oak woodland, and valley oak woodland.

Most protected vegetative communities have limited distribution in the CVSP project area.
Therefore it is important that they are adequately characterized and mapped so that impacts may
be first avoided or minimized, especially since these communities may also provide habitat for
special status plant and animal species. Further discussion regarding special status species and
habitat can be found in the next section of this letter.
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Riparian Corridor and Buffer Width

By definition, riparian zones are a type of ecotone, or boundary between ecosystems. Like many
other ecotones, riparian buffer zones are exceptionally rich in biodiversity. Riparian zones
perform a range of functions, including trapping and removing sediment from runoff, stabilizing
stream banks and reducing erosion, trapping and removing nutrients that can cause
eutrophication, trapping and removing contaminants including agricultural and horticultural
pesticides, storage of flood waters during high rain events, and provide habitat and regulate
temperatures for aquatic organisms. Sediment is the worst pollutant in many streams and rivers.
Scientific research has shown that vegetative buffers are effective at trapping sediment from
runoff and at reducing channel erosion. To be most effective, buffers must extend along all
streams, including intermittent and ephemeral channels (Wenger 1999).

The DEIR has only used two vegetative categories to define riparian zones or habitats within the
CVSP. Figure 4.6.2 shows riparian habitat to occur intermittently along the east edge of the area
proposed for development with the predominant vegetation to be non-native grassland, despite
the fact that Coyote Creek has nearly continuous tree canopy visible in aerial photographs.
Furthermore, the Coyote Creek Historical Watershed Ecology Study identifies that “some of the
best examples of Coyote Creek’s pre-modification riparian habitat can be found in the Coyote
Valley between Sycamore Avenue and Highway 101.” (San Francisco Estuary Institute 2006,
page ES-5), The study further reminds us that “Important processes tend to happen at the
transition between two or more landscape types. As a result, many problems are the unintended
consequence in changes in how those landscape types connect to each other.” (San Francisco
Estuary Institute 2006, page.Il-12). Also, by limiting the definition of the riparian habitat simply
to a vegetative definition, the DEIR does not take into account all the functions that such a
habitat provides or all the systems that it relies upon to function. Therefore, the DEIR does not
provide adequate information to accurately analyze impacts to the riparian community along
Coyote Creek. The DEIR should be revised to incorporate a more scientific and accurate
definition of riparian vegetation and the impact analysis should be revised accordingly.

Numerous comment letters have been submitted to the City of San Jose from regulatory agencies,
commenting on the notice of preparation, expressing concerns regarding the use of a minimum
habitat buffer of 100 feet to protect habitats associated with Coyote Creek, including the San
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and the National Oceanographic
and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service.
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Based on the current scientific literature available and factors discussed above, the DEIR has not

substantiated with scientific data the justification for implementing a generalized 100-foot buffer

for a unique creek corridor such as Coyote Creek within a predominantly rural area. In addition,

the analysis contained in the DEIR did not satisfactorily address the issue raised in numerous
- comments from regulatory agencies.

Concurrent with City efforts to develop the CVSP, the County developed an Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plan and Master Plan for the Coyote Creek Parkway County Park.
Taking direction from goals stated by the Santa Clara Valley Water District and the concerns of
the regulatory agencies cited above, the Parks Department and their consultant team worked from
2004 to 2006 to develop a defined riparian habitat corridor for Coyote Creek. This effort was
based upon scientific, quantifiable performance measures and the integrated analysis of site-
specific data. The individual buffer requirements for the following five factors influencing
Coyote Creek were considered: existing riparian vegetation limits, natural levee soils, suitable
upland habitat for selected special status species, minimum wildlife movement corridor, and
meander belt zone. Based on this analysis, the Parks Department identified a minimum riparian
habitat corridor width of 500-feet to protect Coyote Creek. The five factors used to define the
Coyote Creek Riparian Habitat Corridor are listed below.

Riparian Vegetation Limits. The extent of riparian vegetation for the Coyote Creek Parkway was
determined through vegetation mapping utilizing the Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf system of
vegetative categorization up to 200 feet from the top of bank of the main creek corridor.

Natural Levee Soils. Soils indicative of historical channel and near-channel flood deposition with
a clear distinction between upland soils and the lower creek channel were identified and
mapped.

Suitable Upland Habitat for Select Special Status Species. Three key species with significant
upland habitat requirements were used to determine an appropriate habitat area along the
banks of Coyote Creek: California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, and California tiger
salamander. A 328-foot movement corridor for California red-legged frog, a 550-foot
movement corridor for western pond turtle, and 85-118 feet movement corridors for
California tiger salamander (due to close proximity of suitable refugia sites) were used to
map the estimated width of habitat required by special status species within the creek.

Minimum Wildlife Movement Corridor. Based on a literature review of wildlife corridors
recommended for species found within Coyote Valley, a minimum corridor width of 500 feet
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on either side of Coyote Creek was adopted by the County to provide complete function for
terrestrial wildlife and some basic functions for avian species.

Meander Belt Zone. A meander belt width analysis was conducted for ten reaches along Coyote
Creek based on the orientation of the creek channel on the valley floor. Meander belt widths
were calculated for each reach and varied from 320 to 2,780 feet, with an average of
850 feet.

In June 2006, the Parks Department published a draft of the Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan (“Coyote Creek Integrated
Plan”), which identified the establishment of a Riparian Habitat Corridor as a key resource
protection and management component for Coyote Creek (please see Attachment 3, Coyote
Creek Parkway County Park Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan).
Based on a weighted consideration of each of the five key factors, a riparian habitat corridor with
a minimum width of 500-feet on each side of Coyote Creek, measured from the top of bank, was
determined necessary to protect riparian habitat. Additional buffers and setbacks were
recommended, based upon varying categories of land uses, to address potential impacts from
those land uses on riparian habitats. The Coyote Creek Integrated Plan was approved by the
County’s Board of Supervisors in March 2007.

Based on the analysis conducted above, the 100-foot corridor proposed along Coyote Creek in
the CVSP does not adequately protect riparian resources, special status species, wildlife
movement corridors, or creek hydrology within a rural area. Further, it is inconsistent with the
City of San Jose’s General Plan Goals and Policies regarding riparian corridors and upland
wetlands (City of San Jose General Plan, Pages 114-115). The Coyote Creek Integrated Plan
prepared by the County satisfies the Riparian Corridor Policy Study’s requirements for site-
specific analysis. Therefore, application of this existing data and methodology should be
considered as an alternative to the definition of a riparian community or corridor for Coyote
Creek in the CVSP DEIR. The CVSP DEIR should include this recommendation to evaluate the
protection of Coyote Creek with the 500-foot Riparian Habitat Corridor as shown in the Coyote
Creek Integrated Plan in a revised DEIR for recirculation and review.

Specific comments on the protected biological communities identified in the DEIR are as
follows:

9. Page 89, Consistency with Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park Draft Integrated Natural Resources

10
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11.

Management and Master Plan. The DEIR includes the Coyote Creek Integrated Plan in
its consistency analysis. The DEIR, however, incorrectly concludes that because the
project includes a minimum 100-foot buffer from the western edge of the Coyote Creek
Riparian Corridor, it is consistent with Guideline #1 (Natural Resource Management) of
the Coyote Creek Integrated Plan. The Coyote Valley Specific Plan is inconsistent with
this Coyote Creek Integrated Plan policy. The CVSP should be redesigned to eliminate
development within the Riparian Habitat Corridor identified in the Coyote Creek
Integrated Plan and include additional setbacks or buffer areas adjacent to this minimum
500-foot corridor for an adequate transition area between the Riparian Habitat Corridor
and urban development. A revised plan and corridor recommendation should be included
in a revised DEIR for recirculation and review.

Page 241, Agricultural Fields. Figure 4.6-1, Biological Habitats in the CVSP Area,
includes wetland features, many of which occur within or immediately adjacent to
agricultural fields. This section does not, however, discuss species that utilize wetland
features or those that may disperse upland to adjacent agricultural land. In particular,

“because special status species such as the California red-legged frog, the California tiger

salamander, and the western pond turtle all utilize upland habitats adjacent to aquatic
features, they are frequently found in annual grassland or margins of agricultural fields.
In addition, many species of protected raptors and larger mammalian predators such as
fox and coyote utilize agricultural fields as foraging or migratory habitat. Due to the lack
of description of wildlife uses within agricultural fields, the potential significance of the
presence of this habitat type is not adequately addressed and it is unclear how an analysis
of impacts can be completed. The DEIR also does not indicate that upland habitat is
highly regulated. A revised DEIR should include a thorough description of habitat use,
including upland habitat use by wildlife species, with appropriate mitigation measures to
address their impacts prior to recirculation for review.

Page 241, Ruderal Agricultural Fields. The description of wildlife use within ruderal
agricultural fields is inadequate, particularly when considering that some of the parcels
shown as ruderal agficultural fields on Figure 4.6-1, Biological Habitats in the CVSP
Area, are adjacent to significant habitat areas, such as riparian woodland along Coyote
Creek and serpentine grassland within the foothills to the southwest. As described in the
comment regarding Agricultural Fields, above, wildlife species use even degraded
habitat when found adjacent to features such as wetlands, streams, or ponds. Protected
species such as the California red-legged frog, California tiger salamander, western pond
turtle, as well as raptor and larger mammal species utilize this vegetative community for

11
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foraging habitat. Due to the lack of description of wildlife uses within ruderal
agricultural fields, the DEIR’s analysis of wildlife and plant species impacts is
incomplete. The DEIR should be revised to include a thorough description of habitat use
by wildlife with appropriate mitigation measures to address their impacts prior to a
recirculation for review.

Page 242, Figure 4.6-1, Biological Habitats in the CVSP Area. With the amount of
mapped data regarding biological resources available for this area, including the aerial
photography, CNDDB, and data collected by the Parks Department and Jones & Stokes
Associates during preparation of the Coyote Creek Integrated Plan, as well as the
precision of GPS and GIS data collection, the maps presented in this section are woefully
inadequate. Due to the low resolution of this graphic, colors used to differentiate
between habitats are difficult to distinguish, particularly between non-native grassland

~ and riparian habitats, as well as between pond and developed area. The DEIR maps are

inadequate and limit the ability of the public and the decision makers to understand the
significant habitat impacts associated with the project. It is critical to be able to
distinguish between habitat types in order to determine if the proposed development
would have an impact on resources. Adequate information must be added to this section
in a revised DEIR to enable full review of the impacts during recirculation.

Page 242, Table 4.6-2 Biological Communities Present in the CVSP Area. The
vegetative communities listed in Table 4.6-2, Biological Communities Present in the
CVSP Area, and described on pages 241 — 247 include Central Coast Cottonwood —
Sycamore Riparian Forest and Central Coast Riparian Scrub. The figure combines these
areas and titles them “riparian.” The figure should have delineated between the two types
of habitats, as certain wildlife species prefer different types of riparian habitat. Many
raptor species, for instance, prefer trees within riparian woodland, however songbirds
such as the least Bell’s vireo prefer low riparian scrub vegetation such as willow, coyote
brush, or mesquite. Impacts to the different types of habitat therefore may not be
adequately addressed when considering the requirements of special status species. A
figure should be included in a revised DEIR that will enable full review of the impacts
and evaluation of the proposed mitigation measures during recirculation.

Page 243, Wetland and Open Water Habitats. The location and extent of
jurisdictional features discussed in this paragraph is unclear. The mapping completed for
the jurisdictional determinations should be included in this section for review. In
addition, the wetland delineation and associated maps for the remainder of the properties

12
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surveyed should have been included in the document for review, and also should include
a detailed break-out of the 334 acres listed between freshwater marsh, seasonal wetland,
freshwater seep, streams and ponds. Distinguishing between types of habitat is important
when considering impacts to special status species. For example, California red-legged
frog larvae may occur in stream pools but not in ponds that support predatory non-native
fish. The jurisdictional determinations, wetland delineation maps, and a break out of
vegetation types should be included in a revised DEIR for review.

Page 244, Streams and Ponds. The California red-legged frog was omitted from the list
of species documented within the North Ogier ponds, as shown on Figure 4.6-3,
Approximate Locations of Special Status Species within and Adjacent to the CVSP
Area. This figure should be revised and included in the DEIR for review.

Page 245, Central Coast Cottonwood — Sycamore Riparian Forest. This section
acknowledges that this vegetative community is considered highly productive biological
habitat, however, only a few species are listed as potentially occuning and there is no
mention of special status species. As this vegetation type provides habitat for many
species, further information should have been included to discuss the critical role of
riparian woodland habitats within the specific plan area, as well as Central California.
Discussion should have included the known or potential presence of special status
species (California Natural Diversity Database, CDFG May 2007), including bristly
sedge (Carex comosa), nesting double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus),
nesting great blue heron (4rdea alba), nesting snowy egret (Egretta thula), Cooper’s
hawk (4ccipter cooperi), long-eared owl (d4sio flammeus), Costa’s hummingbird
(Calypte costae), Lewis’ woodpecker (Melanerpes lewis), Lawrence’s goldfinch
(Carduelis lawrencei), and special status bats. Impacts to the habitat of these species are
considered significant under CEQA and require analysis to determine if the proposed
project may cause direct or indirect impact. By failing to include this information, the
DEIR provides an inadequate discussion of potential impacts. The information should be
included in a revised DEIR and recirculated for review.

Page 245, Central Coast Riparian Scrub. Similar to the discussion on riparian forest,
this section does not sufficiently describe the critical role of riparian habitat within the
specific plan area or within Central California. There is no discussion regarding special
status species known to occur or with the potential to occur within this vegetation type
(California Natural Diversity Database, CDFG May 2007), such as least Bell’s vireo
(Vireo bellii pusillus), California thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum), yellow warbler

-~
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(Dendroica petechia brewsteri), saltmarsh common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas
sinuosa), yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens), and Bell’s sage sparrow (dmphispiza
belli belli). Impacts to the habitat of these species are considered significant under
CEQA and thus the DEIR must evaluate whether the proposed project may cause direct
or indirect impacts. By failing to include this information, the DEIR provides an
inadequate discussion of potential impacts. The information should be included in a
revised DEIR and recirculated for review.

Page 274, Impacts to Biological Habitats. Impacts to biological habitats are typically
shown on a map with an overlay of the proposed development. Because maps have not
been provided to show the location of habitat in relation to proposed development, it is
not possible to verify the acreages of habitat impacts described in the analysis. For
instance, based on vegetation data maintained by the County Parks Department, a total of
3.6 acres of riparian vegetation (sycamore, riparian, cottonwood, open water, willow)
will be removed as a result of development (please see Attachment 4, Impacts to
Vegetation where Development is Proposed within the Minimum 500 foot Riparian
Habitat Corridor), however because Table 4.6-5 Summary of Impacts to Biological
Impacts does not distinguish between the locations of habitat and there are no maps
provided to estimate impacts based on location, it is not possible to independently verify
the analysis conducted. Therefore, this section is inadequate. Additional maps and
acreage calculations should be prepared and included in a revised DEIR for recirculation
and review.

Page 277, Impacts to Riparian Communities, In addition to impacts to protected
riparian habitats discussed elsewhere in this letter, the DEIR notes the impacts associated
with construction of two, four-lane bridges over Coyote Creek. Because the DEIR lacks
some of the basic and fairly standard mapping typically done for biological sections in
EIRs, it is impossible to evaluate the analysis contained in this section. For instance, it is
unclear where impacts to riparian vegetation occur along Fisher Creek versus Coyote
Creek. Also, the DEIR does not adequately break out impacts to riparian vegetation
along Coyote Creek as a result of construction of these bridges. In addition to these two
new bridges, the project description includes modifying the existing Bailey Avenue
Bridge from four lanes to seven lanes (CVSP, Page 78). It is our understanding that
Bailey Avenue Bridge had been constructed to its maximum capacity and no physical
widening will be required to accommodate this project (DEIR, Page 105). The DEIR
should resolve the discrepancy on possible expansion of the Bailey Avenue to verify the
acreages of impacts to riparian communities are estimated correctly and break out
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impacts to riparian vegetation along Coyote Creek versus Fisher Creek. This section
should be revised and included in a recirculated DEIR for review.

. Page 274, Thresholds of Significance for Sensitive Natural Community. The DEIR

states that the project’s threshold of significance consider impacts significant if a
“substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or
USFWS.” (Section 4.6.3.1 Biological Resources Impacts, Thresholds of Significance, 2™
bullet) Of particular concern is the proximity of development proposed near riparian
habitat {cottonwood-sycamore riparian forest, central coast riparian scrub communities)
found along Coyote Creek. However, the DEIR inadequately assesses impacts resulting
from the direct loss of protected habitats. As stated previously, it is not clear if lands
adjacent to Coyote Creek have been adequately surveyed for protected biological
communities. In addition, the DEIR provides little analysis of indirect impacts due to the
proximity of development proposed near these communities, in particular the impact the
elimination of uplands, which act as de facto buffers, will have on the named protected
biological communities. This information and analysis should be included in a revised
DEIR and re-circulated for review. The DEIR speculates that by application of a 100°
setback, they have avoided all impacts to the sensitive habitats with the exception of the
two bridge crossings (page 277). This statement is not supported in the analysis of
impacts to riparian communities. Further, there are numerous biological impacts that the
DEIR asserts have been reduced to “less than significant” based on the unsupported
conclusion that the 100 foot setback is adequate. Additional scientific reasoning behind
the assertion that a 100-foot buffer is adequate should be included in a revised DEIR and
recirculated for review. In the likely event that a 100-foot buffer is determined to be
inadequate for protection of riparian resources, the decision to change the buffer width
should be adequately supported with scientific reasoning.

. Page 278, Impacts to Riparian Communities. The CVSP DEIR states that *...all of the

urban development proposed as part of the CVSP project on the east side of Monterey
Road would be constructed outside of the 100-foot riparian corridor setback of Coyote
Creek...” However, without a description in the text or adequate map, it is unclear from
what point the measurements of the setback would be initiated. The City’s Riparian
Corridor Policy Study (Habitat Restoration Group, Jones & Stokes Associates 1994)
states that the set back should being from the outside edge of the riparian habitat (or top
of bank, whichever is greater). A clear description and map of the extent of the required
buffer should be included in a revised DEIR.
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22. Page 278, Impacts to Coast Live Oak Woodland, Valley Oak Woodland, and
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Serpentine Grassland. Although called out on page 245, this section does not discuss
Senate Bill 1334, which was passed to regulate the loss of oak woodlands in California.
Senate Bill 1334 subjects oak woodland conversions to CEQA and requires mitigation
through a number of mitigation options. Table 4.6-8 of the DEIR identifies 37 acres of
coast live oak and valley oak woodland that will be impacted by development of the
CVSP. The DEIR, however, does not contain any analysis of impacts or discuss possible
mitigation. Therefore, the analysis contained in this section is inadequate. This section
should be revised and included in a recirculated DEIR for review.

. Page 292, Mitigation Measure Bio-2.1. Page 277 notes that of the approximate 334

acres of wetlands, streams, and ponds present within the CVSP area, almost half
(163 acres) would be impacted by development or restoration activities. This is identified
as a significant impact. Mitigation Measure Bio-2.1 requires on-site creation of wetlands
at a 1:1 ratio and monitoring for a five-year period. CEQA guidelines (Section 15126.4
(a) 1.) require that an EIR shall describe feasible measures which could minimize
significant adverse impacts. Measures typically follow a set hierarchy: avoid, minimize,
or mitigate for impacts. Mitigation requiring the creation of wetlands is not preferred
over avoidance or minimization of impact. Because mitigation projects are typically not
monitored regularly or only for a short period and success rates are low, mitigation ratios
are typically increased to offset potential losses. A mitigation ratio of 1:1 to offset the
loss of 163 acres of wetlands does not include enough margin to ensure that planting
efforts are successful. Based on ongoing monitoring of their own riparian and wetland
mitigation projects, the County Parks Department has determined that a five year
monitoring period is not long enough to verify the permanent success of restored wetland
and riparian vegetation. The Army Corps bases mitigation requirements on the relative
quality of the wetlands impacted versus the quality of wetlands constructed as mitigation
(U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2002). For example, the mitigation ratio is greater than
1:1 where the impacted areas provide high quality hydrological and biological functions
(such as much of the habitat found along Coyote Creek) and the replacement wetlands
are of lower function (constructed wetlands which may require many years to establish).
In addition, the DEIR does not describe feasible measures that could minimize
significant adverse impacts, following the set hierarchy to first avoid or minimize. Given
the size and location of the proposed project, mitigation measures should first revisit the
possibility of avoidance.

16
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Bullet three of mitigation measure in BIO-2.1 identifies Coyote Creek within the
Greenbelt as a possible location for off-site mitigation wetlands if Fisher Creek cannot
provide enough mitigation acreage. The acreage assumptions in the DEIR are based on
aerial reconnaissance for potential wetlands and a wetland determination for portions of
this project. Based on the proposed mitigation ratio of 1:1, a mitigation acreage number
should be attainable for all wetlands potentially impacted by the project. Furthermore, no
existing land uses in the area proposed for development preclude the reservation of
adequate amounts of acreages to mitigate for impacted wetlands onsite. The DEIR does
not demonstrate the feasibility of off-site mitigation from either an availability
standpoint or from the perspective of whether the off-site mitigation could be successful.
Therefore, the DEIR should require higher on-site mitigation ratios based on scientific
evaluation of what is necessary to ensure success. This section should be revised
accordingly and included in a recirculated DEIR for review.

Page 292, Mitigation Measure BIO-2.2. Bullet three of mitigation measure BIO-2.2
identifies Coyote Creek within the Greenbelt as a possible location for offsite mitigation.
However, this portion of Coyote Creek is owned and managed by the Santa Clara County
Parks Department. The Parks Department is in the process of implementing the
restoration guidelines contained in the Coyote Creek Integrated Plan and does not
approve mitigation or remediation actions from private entities on their public lands.
This measure should be revised to remove Coyote Creek County parklands within the
Greenbelt as a viable offsite mitigation alternative and be redistributed for public review.

Page 293, Mitigation Measure BIO-2.4. Please modify this mitigation measure to
include the requirement for subsequent environmental review in accordance with CEQA
for the two bridge projects when their exact locations are identified, as was discussed in
on page 277 in “Impacts to Riparian Communities.” The DEIR must also include a
requirement that the project plans are subject to the review and approval by the County
of Santa Clara Parks and Recreation Department and the Santa Clara Valley Water
District.

Page 293, Mitigation Measure BIO-5.1. Based on the discussion regarding BIO
Impact 5 for impacts to riparian comumunities (please see discussion section of B.l
above) this measure should include mitigation based on impacts identified in a site-
specific analysis, management goals, and setback requirements such as were identified in
the County’s Coyote Creek Integrated Plan in addition to those within the CVSP
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Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Riparian Mitigation Monitoring Plan (RMMP).
These revisions should be included in a revised DEIR.

Page 294, Mitigation Measure BIO-6.1. As noted in the comment regarding the
analysis of oak woodland, comment number 22, above, Senate Bill 1334 requires oak
woodland conversions to be subject to CEQA and to be mitigated through a number of
mitigation options. These include:

1. A monetary contribution to the Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund for the purpose
of purchasing oak woodlands conservation easements;

2. Onsite mitigation which requires the dedication in perpetuity of a conservation
easement on mitigation lands that are contiguous to the project and that will provide
for a biologically functional community;

3. Offsite mitigation which requires the procurement of oak woodland habitat of
equivalent biological value. Those mitigation lands shall be purchased in fee or by a
conservation easement and conserved in perpetuity; and

4. Planting of replacement trees at a five to one ratio, on up to 10 acres, for each oak
woodlands conversion project. Monitoring and replacement of dead and diseased
trees would be required. The planting mitigation alternative may be used in
conjunction with the other mitigation alternatives.

This section requires revision to meet the requirements set forth in SB 1334,

. Page 295, Mitigation Measure BIO-6.3. Because the impacts to sensitive biological

communities as a result of construction of water tanks, access roads, and pipelines have
not been adequately analyzed, this document is inadequate. The City of San Jose cannot
defer the identification and mitigation of impacts to future environmental review. In
Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus, the court explained, "A
decision to tier environmental review does not excuse a governmental entity from
complying with CEQA's mandate to prepare, or cause to be prepared, an environmental
impact report on any project that may have a significant effect on the environment, with
that report to include a detailed statement setting forth all significant effects on the
environment of the proposed project (emphasis added)." The court added that tiering is
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not a device for deferring the identification of significant environmental impacts that the
adoption of a specific plan can be expected to cause.

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4 (a)(1)(B) states that the "...Formulation of mitigation
measures should not be deferred until some future time. However, measures may specify
performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and
which may be accomplished in more than one specified way." To be consistent with the
CEQA guidelines, revisions to the mitigation measures regarding the unknown portions
of the project should be made to include adequate performance standards and the
document should be recirculated for review.

Page 307, Impact BIO-2. Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines requires analysis to
determine if a project would have a “substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means.” Because 137 of the 148 acres of protected wetlands within
the project boundary will be impacted, and mitigation is proposed at only a 1:1 ratio
within the project boundary, this impact remains significant. Thorough scientific analysis
of the impacts to wetlands should be conducted and included in an explanation of the
mitigation ratio. In addition, discussions with the regulatory agencies requiring permits,
including the CDFG, ACOE, and SFBRWQCB, should be initiated to discuss the
appropriate impact mitigation ratio. This section of the DEIR should be revised and
recirculated for public review.

. Page 286, Indirect Impacts due to Nitrogen Deposition. Although the DEIR refers to

the project-specific nitrogen modeling prepared for the Metcalf Energy Center (MEC)
project, no specific modeling work was conducted for the CVSP project. The author of
this section simply used a comparative ratio of the number of pounds of nitrogen emitted
per day by the proposed Coyote Valley Research Park (CVRP) compared to the area of
serpentine grassland impacted calculated based on the model used for the MEC project.
This method of analysis is inadequate, given that: 1) modeling work prepared for MEC
and CVRP was prepared seven years ago and advances in model building and analysis
have increased substantially (/mpacts of Nitrogen Deposition on California Ecosystems
and Biodiversity, Weiss 2006), and 2) the analysis does not take into account the most
current cumulative project scenario (Page 459). In order to accurately assess potential
impacts to serpentine grasslands as a result nitrogen deposition from a project of this
scale, an analysis specific to this project should be conducted using the best scientific
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information available and should consider the cumulative project scenario as discussed
in Chapter 6. Any changes to the internal and/or external trip generation rates discussed
in Section 2.1.7, Transportation System, will require an update of the calculated amount
of nitrogen deposition and the proposed mitigation strategy. A project-specific analysis
should be included in a revised DEIR and recirculated for review.

Page 288, Impacts to Serpentine Grassland Habitat. Page 288 includes the following
sentence regarding the calculation that the CVSP- project will impact 149 acres of
serpentine grassland habitat: “This estimate may be adjusted based on the best available
information if future advances in the science of modeling the deposition patterns of NOx

‘become available.” In addition, the associated mitigation measure BIO-27.1 on page 306

includes the statement that: “This mitigation ratio may be adjusted in the future, based on
best available science as advances are made in modeling the relationship between
nitrogen emissions and nitrogen deposition.” These caveats included in the analysis and
mitigation sections of the DEIR imply that the actual amount of area preserved may be
less than the 447 acres required as mitigation on Page 306. Because there are no
alternative actions or specific recommendations identified in the mitigation measure that
would accommodate a change in the amount of grassland requiring protection, these
statements should be removed or clarified further in a revised DEIR and recirculated for
review.

Page 306, Mitigation Measure BIO-27.1. This mitigation measure identifies that the
project would include preservation of 443 acres of serpentine grassland. While this
measure appropriately follows a 3:1 impact mitigation ratio, there is no discussion
whether it is feasible or even possible to preserve such a large amount of serpentine
grassland. The CVSP project boundary contains only 34 acres of serpentine grassland, 21
of which are proposed for development (Page 275). A serpentine grassland preserve
would therefore have to be located off-site. As stated on page 285, “impacts that may
occur to this [serpentine grassland] community as a result of Plan implementation would
be significant.” Because there is no discussion regarding the location of the preserve,
management actions to encourage the long-term success of the protected grassland, or the
mechanism in which a preserve would be protected in perpetuity, BIO-27.1 is not
sufficiently detailed to reach the conclusion that the impact to serpentine grasslands is
mitigated to a less than significant level. Impact BIO-27 on page 311 should be revised to
identify feasible mitigation measures at specific locations, or if no feasible measures are
available, then the DEIR should determine the impact significant and unavoidable.
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B2. Special Status Species

Impacts to special status species and their habitats are considered significant under CEQA and
are protected by the federal and state endangered species acts. The DEIR acknowledges that not
all properties were accessed and some of the properties will require additional analysis prior to
development. As noted in the general comments regarding the Biological Resources section,
above, the lack of access has prevented adequate surveys for special status species. In addition,
little information was presented regarding aquatic resources and wildlife occurring in Coyotoe
Creek and how this project may impact species through direct disturbance or indirect changes in
water quality. Impacts identified in the DEIR are therefore speculative and left vague in order to
accommodate changes in the project description or property access. Conclusions drawn regarding
the significance of impacts on pages 308-311 cannot be reached given the level of information
available for analysis. Surveys should be completed for special status species and the results
included in a revised DEIR for review.

One special status plant species and four special status wildlife species with the potential to
occur within the CVSP area or which may otherwise be affected by the proposed project were
not included in the DEIR or biological resources report. These include Tiburon Indian
paintbrush, Townsend’s big-eared bat, long-eared myotis, long-legged myotis, and Central Valley
fall-run Chinook salmon. '

Tiburon Indian paintbrush (Castilleja aﬁ’iniS ssp. neglecta). Tiburon Indian paintbrush is
federally listed as endangered, state listed as threatened, and a CNPS List 1B species. This
species is found in valley and foothill grassland at rocky serpentine sites. The blooming period
occurs from April through June. Two occurrences are listed in the CNDDB (CDFG 2007) for
Santa Clara County, one of which is located on a ridge between Andersen Lake and U.S. 101,
near the southern end of the Coyote Creek Parkway. This occurrence was last documented in
2006 and consisted of one thousand plants. Other special status plants in this area include Mt.
Hamilton thistle and Santa Clara Valley dudleya. Page 245 of the DEIR identifies 34 acres of
serpentine grassland within the CVSP area. These species were not included in the list of species.
Also it was neither surveyed nor identified with the potential for the species to occur, despite
being shown on Figure 4.6-2, Approximate Locations of Special Status Plant Species within and
Adjacent to the CVSP Area. Due to the close proximity of a documented occurrence and the
presence of potential habitat, the biological analysis contained in the DEIR did not adequately
address special status plant species. Surveys for Tiburon Indian paintbrush and discussion
regarding . the potential presence of this species should be included in a revised DEIR and
recirculated for review.
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Protected bat species. The DEIR and Biological Resources Report included two special status
bat species, pallid bat and Yuma myotis, however three special status bat species with the
potential to occur in the CVSP area were not included: Townsend’s Big-eared bat (Corynorhinus
townsendii), long-eared myotis (Myotis evotis), and long-legged myotis (Myotis volans). Due to
the presence of appropriate foraging and roosting habitat within the project area, the biological
analysis contained in the DEIR did not adequately address protected bat species. Surveys for bats
and discussion regarding the potential presence of this species should be included in a revised
DEIR and recirculated for review.

Central Valley fall-run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). Fall-run Chinook salmon
is a federally listed species of concern and is a state listed species of special concern. Chinook
salmon are known to occur in the lower portions of Coyote Creek and have been observed in
Coyote Creek since the mid-1980°s. It is reasonable to assume that Chinook salmon can now
migrate all the way up to Anderson Dam through the entire length of Coyote Creek Parkway
because installation of a fish passage facility at Metcalf Dam was completed (Jones & Stokes
Associates 2007). Habitat for Chinook is considered degraded due to temperature fluctuations,
changes in flow and the possibility of entrainment. Due to the documented presence of this
species, the biological analysis contained in the DEIR did not adequately address special status
fish species. Discussion and protective measures for this species should be included in a revised
DEIR and recirculated for review. '

Specific comments on the special status species discussed in the DEIR are as follows:

33. Page 246, Special Status Plants and Animals. In addition to the statement that the
accuracy of these surveys will diminish over time, a statement that additional special
status surveys will be required as access to parcels not previously inventoried is available
should have been included in the DEIR.

34. Page 246, Special Status Plant Species. This section identifies the one species found
within the specific plan boundary and four that have the potential to occur. The
biological resources report prepared by WRA Environmental Consultants and attached as
Appendix G in the DEIR also lists nine additional species found adjacent to the specific
plan boundary. Because surveys could not be conducted on all parcels within the specific
plan boundary and development may indirectly affect species adjacent to the project,
which is considered a potentially significant impact under CEQA, the DEIR should have
included .a discussion of these additional nine species and included mitigation for
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impacts to these special status plant species. Discussion should be included in a revised
DEIR and recirculated for review.

. Page 249, Table 4.6-3: Summary of Potential for Special Status Species to Occur

Within or Adjacent to the CVSP Area. Table 4.6-3 does not list all of the species
known to occur or with a moderate potential to occur listed in Appendix G, Biological
Resources Report. Although the text on page 246 indicates that an additional 18 species
were investigated and found to have a moderate potential to occur, the table lists only
two of these special status animal species with moderate potential to occur (Bay
checkerspot butterfly, coast horned lizard). This table should list all species identified
with the moderate potential to occur, including: fringed myotis, American badger,
double-crested cormorant, American bittern, snowy egret, prairie falcon, short-eared owl,
Costa’s hummingbird, Allen’s hummingbird, Lewis’ woodpecker, least Bell’s vireo,
Yellow breasted chat, Bell’s sage sparrow, Lawrence’s goldfinch, foothill yellow-legged
frog, Hom’s microblind harvestman, Jung’s microblind harvestman, Edgewood blind
harvestman, and Opler’s long-horned moth. In addition, special status raptor species
which utilize the CVSP area for foraging should be listed as well, including ferruginous
hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, and osprey. The DEIR should also include discussion
regarding the species discussed above that were not included in the Biological Resources
Report: Tiburon Indian paintbrush, Townsend’s big-eared bat, long-eared myotis, long-
legged myotis, and Central Valley fall-run Chinook salmon. Table 4.6-3 should have
included all of these species with appropriate discussion, analysis, and mitigation
measure. This information should be included in a revised DEIR and recirculated for

review.

Page 249, Bay Checkerspot Butterfly, Table 4.6-3 identifies a moderate potential for
the Bay Checkerspot butterfly to occur within the specific plan area with little suitable
breeding habitat present. However, page 245 identifies approximately 34 acres of
serpentine grassland within the specific plan area that support dwarf plantain, the
butterfly’s primary host plant and Indian paintbrush, the butterfly’s secondary host plant.
Although the serpentine grassland is located outside of the areas identified as critical
habitat for the species, impacts to a federally threatened species are considered
significant. Protocol level surveys for this species were not conducted, even though 21
acres of serpentine grassland will be impacted. Surveys should be conducted during the
flight season (four to six weeks between late February to early May, depending on host
plant blooming 'periods) to determine if this species is present (Serpentine Soil Species of
the San Francisco Bay Area, USFWS 1998). If present, development of the proposed
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39.

project could result in significant impacts to a listed species, which are regulated under
CEQA and the federal and state endangered species acts. Surveys should be conducted
and the results reported and analyzed in a revised DEIR and recirculated for review.

Page 273, Existing Biological Resources within the Bailey-over-the-Hill Alignment.
Figure 2.0-14 was not included in Section 2.0. The DEIR should include a map showing
the proposed extent of right-of-way necessary to construct the Bailey Road connector.
Because the proposed Bailey-over-the-Hill alignment has not been surveyed, however,
impacts to special status species have not been adequately analyzed and this section is
inadequate. Surveys for special status species should be conducted and subsequent
revisions to the DEIR should be made to quantify potential impacts and the document
should be recirculated for review.

Page 273, Special Status Plant and Animal Species. Although the author is correct in
stating that the only special status plant species known to occur within the Bailey-over-
the-Hill alignment is Santa Clara Valley Dudleya, Page 39 of the Biological Resources
Report in Appendix G of the DEIR states that protocol plant surveys have not been
conducted along the proposed alignment and identifies ten species with the potential to
occur. These surveys must be completed before the City can conclude absence at this
location. '

The discussion regarding special status animals is similarly incorrect. Although
California tiger salamander is the only species documented to occur within the proposed
alignment, surveys for other wildlife species have not been conducted. Page 40 of the
Biological Resources Report in Appendix G identifies 28 wildlife species with the
potential to occur. These surveys must be completed before the City can conclude
absence at this location.

Impacts to special status plant and animal species are considered significant under
CEQA and may be regulated by the federal and state endangered species act. Surveys for
special status plants and animals should be conducted and subsequent revisions to the
DEIR should be made to quantify potential impacts and the document should be
recirculated for review.

Page 296, Mitigation Measure BIO-8.2. Mitigation Measure BIO-8.2 is written to

offset impacts discussed in Impacts BIO-7 and BIO-8, however only two plant species
are listed. This mitigation measure should be revised to include Mt. Hamilton thistle,
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bristly sedge, and wooly-headed lessingia in addition to bent flowered fiddleneck and big
scale balsamroot. Potential impacts to special status species not addressed in the DEIR
render the analysis inadequate. Revisions to this measure should be include in a revised
DEIR and recirculated for review.

Page 297, Mitigation Measure BIO-10.2. This mitigation measure is written to offset
impacts to upland habitat for California red-legged, foothill, and yellow-legged frogs by
requiring off-site mitigation for impacts within 200 feet of occupied aquatic habitat.
However, the project proposed only a 100-foot buffer from the edge of riparian habitat.
This effectively limits upland habitat for these species to within 100 feet of aquatic
habitat. This is considered a significant impact, as species such as the California red-
legged frog occur within a movement corridor of approximately 328 feet of Coyote
Creek and wetted ponds within the Parkway (Bulger et. al. 2003, as cited in the Coyote
Creek Integrated Plan, 2M Associates, Jones & Stokes Associates, Balance Hydrologics,
Harison & Associates 2007, Page 39). Based on the CVSP land use plan, it appears that
a significant” amount of development will occur within 328 feet of known occupied
habitats (i.e. Coyote Creek, Ogier Ponds). No analysis has been included in the DEIR to
determine the location or extent of potential impacts to known upland habitats. Without
further information regarding the amount of habitat disturbed or performance standards
identify how occupied habitat would be protected once updated surveys have been
completed, the concluding statement in Impact BIO-10 (Page 308) should be revised to
reflect a Significant and Unavoidable Impact. Revisions to this impact statement and
proposed mitigation measures should be included in a revised DEIR and recirculated for
review.

Page 298, Mitigation Measures BIO-11.1 and 11.2. These mitigation measures state
that CTS aquatic and upland habitat will be avoided “where possible.” Off-site habitat
conservation, however, is recommended for disturbance within 2,200 feet of occupied
aquatic habitat. Because only a 100-foot buffer has been recommended to offset
development from riparian areas, the potential loss of up to 2,100 feet of upland habitat
is considered a significant impact to this species. Based on the land use plan, it appears
that a significant amount of development will occur within 2,200 feet of known occupied
habitats (i.e. Coyote Creek Golf Course). No analysis has been included in the DEIR to
determine the location or extent of potential impacts to known upland habitats. Without
further information regarding the amount of habitat disturbed or performance standards
identify how occupied habitat would be protected once updated surveys have been
completed, the concluding statement in Impact BIO-11 (Page 308) should be revised to
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reflect a Significant and Unavoidable Impact. Revisions to this impact statement and
proposed mitigation measures should be included in a revised DEIR and recirculated for
review,

B3. Habitat Corridors

Habitat connectivity is a substantial issue in the Coyote Valley region that has been evaluated for
many years. As discussed in Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the California
Landscdpe, Conference Proceedings (Penrod, et. al. 2001), A4 Conservation Design for the
Central Coast of California and the Evaluation of the Mountain Lion as an Umbrella Species
(Thorne, et. al. 2006), and 4 Guide to Wildlands Conservation in the Central Coast Region of
Calfiornia (Thorne, et. al. 2002), a connection between the Diablo and Santa Cruz Mountain
Ranges is critical to maintain genetic diversity throughout the region.

The DEIR (Page 271) states that no truly barrier-free wildlife corridors for terrestrial species
currently exist in the CVSP Area. However, potential east-west crossings are identified at the
Coyote Creek crossing at Highway 101 and the Coyote Creek Golf Course underpasses at
Highway 101. In response to concerns raised by CDFG regarding the analysis of corridors in the
CVSP DEIR, Dr. James Thorne prepared a letter response that invalidated the assumption that
U.S. Highway 101 represents a complete barrier to movement between the Santa Cruz Mountains
and the Diablo Range on November 15, 2006, which was submitted to the City with the
USFWS/CDFG joint comment letter on January 3, 2007. Dr. Thorne has studied habitat corridors
and pinch points throughout the Central Coast and has identified the Coyote Valley area as one
of two connections between the Santa Cruz Mountain range and any other mountain range. The
existence of these two corridors is extremely important to the genetic viability of populations
within the Santa Cruz Mountains, which, if isolated, would effectively trap populations of
species including mountain lion or tule elk.

Dr. Thorme makes the recommendation that the locations of the three overpasses identified in the
CVSP (Coyote Valley Parkway, Bailey Avenue, and Coyote Creek Golf Drive) should be
reviewed for suitability of establishing one or possibly two large mammal (e.g. mountain lion)
corridors. Corridors would resemble urban green belts or open space, exclude domestic pets, and
range in width between 165-650 feet.

Specific comments on habitat corridors discussed in the DEIR are as follows:
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42. Page 272, Terrestrial Wildlife Movement Corridors. A brief mention of the work

43.

conducted by Tanya Diamond on the evidence of wildlife movement, particulaﬂy by
North American badger, is identified on this page, however, no mention of her least cost
path analysis conducted for the Coyote Valley region was included in this discussion.
Through Ms. Diamond and the Wildlife Corridor Team’s extensive field research to
document crossing locations and species occurrences, a critical wildlife corridor through
the CVSP area near Tulare Hill was identified. A 1.8 km wide corridor is recommended,
as it must be wide enough to allow badgers to utilize and reside safely within the corridor
(please see Attachment 5, Santa Clara County Badger Least-Cost Path Analysis with
Road Kill Locations). A corridor of this width would benefit a variety of the other
species Ms. Diamond and the Wildlife Corridor Team observed, including coyote,
burrowing owl, fox, deer, bobcat, raccoon, ground squirrel, rabbit, owl, pig, and woodrat.
The DEIR does not disclose the width or exact location of the wildlife corridor through
Tulare Hill discussed in the analysis and it is therefore unclear whether the proposed
development encroaches on the corridor. Based on the statement on Page 286 of the
DEIR, which acknowledges that the “Tulare Hill corridor would also remain largely
undeveloped...”, it is interpreted that development will occur within the corridor. It is
therefore clear that although mitigation measure BIO-26.1 on Page 305 recommends
incorporating design elements to facilitate wildlife movement, development would
reduce wildlife movement. This is considered a significant impact under CEQA, which
identifies impacts to wildlife corridors as significant if a project would “interfere
substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors...” Because the
project will interfere with established and documented wildlife corridors and mitigation
measure BIO-26.1 does not include protection of the entire corridor, the conclusion
reached on page 310 of the DEIR stating that Impact BIO-26 is mitigated to a less than
significant level is not appropriate. As presented, the impact is still significant. The
project should be redesigned to include an appropriate wildlife corridor,

Page 285, Impact BIO-26. The DEIR neglects to describe the upland habitat
requirements of wildlife species that use the riparian corridor of Coyote Creek in the
description related to existing wildlife corridor (pages 253-272) or as related to the
impacts to wildlife movement (page 284). The DEIR’s statement that, “[m]ovement
along the Coyote Creek corridor would not be affected because Coyote Creek would be
avoided with the exception of the construction of the two bridges,” is contrary to the
removal of riparian vegetation and narrowing of the Coyote Creek corridor with a 100-
foot buffer. North-south movement of wildlife along Coyote Creek would be severely
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impacted from the loss of riparian vegetation that serves as cover for various species. In
addition, protection of a north-south movement corridor does not improve the function of
wildlife connectivity without an available east-west corridor. Upland habitat areas for
special status species, including California red-legged frog, California tiger salamander,
western pond turtle, fisheries, and nesting birds and raptors would be greatly reduced and
fragmented from the encroachment of urban development without adequate buffers and
setbacks. As noted in previous comments under “Riparian Corridor and Buffer Width,”
the 100-foot corridor does not provide a sufficient width to avoid and/or mitigate for
impacts to the movement of terrestrial wildlife species.

As discussed in Protected Biological Communities, above, the amount of riparian
vegetation that will be removed outside of the 100-foot corridor for Coyote Creek for the
development and for construction of the two proposed bridges over Coyote Creek has not
been quantified. Thus the long term development and construction impacts on species
within the Coyote Creek wildlife corridor requiring upland habitat areas for connectivity
to the north-south and east-west wildlife corridors have not been addressed. The
mitigation measure BIO-26.1 (Page 305) does not provide a description of what
improvements will be made to promote wildlife connectivity, where these improvements
may be constructed, and how long term maintenance and monitoring will occur. In
addition, the proposed improvements and modifications to infrastructure design elements
do not consider current technology available for the promotion and preservation of
wildlife movement, particularly for the design of bridges and roadway crossings over
Coyote Creek. Examples of more innovative wildlife connectivity improvements include
wildlife underpasses such as the Harbor Boulevard underpass to protect the Puente-
Chino Hills wildlife corridor, and long-span bridges over freeways that promote large
animal crossings and wildlife connectivity near Banff, Canada. In short, the lack of
performance standards limits the reader’s ability to determine if mitigation is sufficient
to reach the conclusion that the impact to wildlife movement is less than significant, as
stated in Impact BIO-26 (Page 310). The concluding impact statement in Impact BIO-26
should therefore be revised to reflect a Significant and Unavoidable Impact. Revisions to
this impact statement and proposed mitigation measures should be included in a revised
DEIR and recirculated for review.

. Page 305, Mitigation Measure BIO-26.1. Mitigation Measure BIO-26.1 recommends

protection of wildlife movement through the Tulare Hill area and the Greenbelt with no
east-west- movement corridors provided through the CVSP development area. The
distance between the Tulare Hill area and the Greenbelt is approximately 3.5 miles,
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which is attainable for larger species, such as mountain lion or deer. However less
mobile species would have difficulty moving between corridors. Additionally, much of
the Greenbelt is currently developed with intensive agricultural uses. This mitigation
measure does not include provisions for protection of permanent wildlife corridors
through the Tulare Hill or Greenbelt areas. The lack of permanent corridors can lead to
the eventual isolation of the Santa Cruz Mountains from the Diablo Range. This is
considered a significant impact under CEQA.

Furthermore, the CVSP contains a recommendation for only 100 feet on each side of
Fisher Creek or along Coyote Creek, where recreational and trail uses may be included
and/or no additional buffering between adjacent high density land uses is provided.
There is no discussion of how a 100-foot setback of either Coyote Creek or Fisher Creek
will adequately accommodate wildlife species known to utilize corridors in the CVSP
area in the DEIR. The mitigation measure should be revised to include one or more
permanently protected wildlife corridors and should consider the recommendations for
locations and widths provided by Dr.  Thorne. Revisions to this measure should be
include in a revised DEIR and recirculated for review.

Land Use

Page 47, Consistency with Adopted Plans. The DEIR failed to address compliance
with the policies, design standards and guidelines contained in the list of County
documents provided on page 5 of the NOP comment letter. The DEIR should be revised

to include an evaluation of consistency with these plans. They are as follows:

« The City of San Jose and County of Santa Clara Jointly-approved Coyote River
Policy Statement (1969)

«  Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Mater Plan Update (November 1995)

o Santa Clara County Uniform Inter-jurisdictional Trail Design, Use and
© Management Guidelines (1997)

»  Regional Parks, Trails and Scenic Highways Map of the County General Plan’s
Parks and Recreation Element (October 1981)

. Couniy of Santa Clara Riparian Corridor Study (June 2003)
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*  Open Space Preservation: A Program for Santa Clara County: Report of the
Preservation 2020 Task Force (April 1987)

+  South County Joint Planning Program: Advisory Committee Recommendations
(September 1986)

» Santa Clara County Open Space Authority Five Year Plan (June 1996)

Page 86, County of Santa Clara General Plan, Consistency Analysis. The DEIR
failed to evaluate the proposed project’s consistency with the following policies in the
Parks and Recreation Element of the County of Santa Clara General Plan and Santa
Clara County Countywide Trails Master Plan Update (see page 7 of the NOP comment
letter): C-PR 20; C-PR 20.1; C-PR 23; C-PR 24; C-PR 28.3; C-PR 29.1; C-PR 30.1; C-
PR 31; C-PR 32; C-PR 33.3. The DEIR should be revised to include an evaluation of the
consistency of the proposed project with these relevant County policies.

Page 86, County of Santa Clara General Plan, Consistency Analysis. The DEIR
failed to evaluate the proposed project’s consistency with the following policies in the
Resource Conservation Element of the County of Santa Clara General Plan (see page 7
and § of the NOP comment letter): R-RC 31; R-RC 32; R-RC 33; R-RC 35; R-RC 37; R-
RC 38; R-RC 39; R-RC 41. The DEIR should be revised to include an evaluation of the
consistency of the proposed project with these relevant County policies.

Page 90, Consistency with Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park Draft Integrated Natural Resources
Management and Master Plan. The DEIR concludes that because the project includes
a minimum 100-foot buffer from the western edge of the Coyote Creek, it is consistent
with Guideline #1 (Natural Resource Management). We disagree with this
determination. The Coyote Creek Integrated Plan has identified a minimum riparian
habitat corridor of 500-feet from the top of bank on each side of Coyote Creek, and has
been adopted to provide function for terrestrial wildlife and some basic functions for
avian species. The Coyote Valley Specific Plan is inconsistent with this County policy.
The CVSP should be redesigned to eliminate development within the minimum 500-foot
riparian habitat corridor. A revised plan and corridor recommendation should be
included in a revised DEIR for recirculation and review.
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Page 114, Mitigation for the Loss of Important Farmland. The DEIR failed to
evaluate the potential for the agricultural land between Monterey Road and the Coyote
Creek Park as potential mitigation lands to mitigate for the loss of prime agricultural land
within the Coyote Valley Urban Reserve (see page 9 of the NOP comment letter).
Currently, agricultural mitigation lands are identified for the Greenbelt Area south of
Palm Avenue and should include the area east of Monterey Road for permanent open
space and agricultural land preservation. This would also limit the project’s impacts on
encroachment within the Coyote Creek Riparian Habitat Corridor from urban
development.

Growth Inducing Impacts

. Page 524-525, Growth Inducting Impacts of the CVSP: The DEIR concludes that the

project may induce planned growth in the region; however the DEIR also states that the
impacts associated with the planned growth are accounted for in the respective agencies
general plan’s environmental documents. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.2(d) requires
a discussion of the ways in which the project could be growth inducing and identification
of the likely environmental impacts associated with such growth. The DEIR inadequately
refers the reader to some other unspecified general plan environmental documents for the
discussion of the project’s growth-inducing-impacts. The DEIR should be revised to
summarize the environmental impacts associated with the identified growth outside the
project boundaries, especially as that growth has an affect on County park facilities and
anticipated increase demand in recreational services.

Alternatives

The project, as proposed, is so envirommentally damaging that the City will need to consider

approving an alternative. The alternatives in the DEIR, however, are very superficially evaluated.

While there is some qualitative discussion of the alternatives, there is no quantitative discussion

to allow meaningful comparison of the alternatives with the project itself or with each other.

CEQA requires that the alternatives require sufficient information about each alternative to allow

meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. Further, as an

informational document, the DEIR must contain facts and analysis, not just bare conclusions or

opinion.

This proposed CVSP project will have many significant impacts because the environmental

" resources in Coyote Valley do not support the type of high-density urban development proposed.
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To gain an understanding of the density and size of this project, we looked at the proposed
population of 70,000 to 80,000 people relative to the following cities in the region (Department
of Finance January 2007):

Coyote Valley SP 80,000
San Jose 973,672
Morgan Hill 38,418
Gilroy 49,649
Mountain View- 73,262
Cupertino 55,162
Palo Alto 62,615
Hollister 37,120
San Juan Bautista 1,825

The City of San Jose’s population is 973,672. The proposed project would increase that
population by approximately 8.2 percent. The proposed project would be more appropriate
within an area that supports the density from an environmental resource perépective. For
example, the City has identified a feasible alternative location in north San Jose in Section 5.6, of
the DEIR. The City concludes (DEIR, page 458) that this alternative is environmentally superior
to the proposed project for the following reasons: loss of significantly fewer acres of prime
farmland, significantly fewer impacts to biological resources (Coyote Creek, Fisher Creek,
wetlands, oak woodlands, serpentine grasslands, loss of wildlife movement corridors, special-
status animal species), significantly fewer visual impacts, and significantly lower use of energy.
The proposed project is not sensitive to the existing natural environment or “Environmental

Footprint™ (DEIR, page 14). Specific comments on the alternatives analysis contained in the
DEIR are as follows:

51. Page 430, Project Objectives. The Project Objectives section should be re-written to be
more generalized or distilled from the geographic setting of Coyote Valley. By
prescribing very specific outcomes such as a predetermined amount of housing and jobs,
the DEIR unnaturally constrains the consideration of alternatives that would more wisely
consider the environmental uniqueness of Coyote Valley.

n
o

. Page 437, Reduced Scale Alternative I. A figure depicting the boundaries and general
layout of this alternative would have been helpful in understanding this alternative’s
description. A figure should have been provided in the EIR to meet CEQA Guidelines
direction to provide a good faith effort at full disclosure. However, even without a good
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alternative description, it appears enough information was provided to conclude that this
alternative would eliminate the need for two new bridges over Coyote Creek (Coyote
Valley Parkway and Coyote Golf Course Drive) and eliminates the proposed
development east of Monterey Road adjacent to Coyote Creek. Therefore, this alternative
would result in significantly fewer impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat associated
with the creek corridor. The DEIR, however, merely mentions burrowing owl habitat and
trees and contains no discussion of the substantial quantity of other biological resources
that would benefit from this alternative. This alternative would also result in fewer
impacts to farmland, fewer traffic and air quality impacts, fewer noise impacts, fewer
visual impacts, and less energy use, but again, the DEIR contains no meaningful
guidance on how much the impacts would be reduced.

. Page 443, Reduced Scale Alternative II. A figure depicting general layout of this

alternative would have been helpful in understanding this alternative’s description. A
figure should have been provided in the EIR to meet CEQA Guidelines direction to
provide a good faith effort at full disclosure. However, even without a good alternative
description, enough information was provided to conclude that this alternative would
eliminate the need for two new bridges over Coyote Creek (Coyote Valley Parkway and
Coyote Golf Course Drive) and eliminates the proposed development east of Monterey
Road adjacent to Coyote Creek. Therefore, this alternative would result in significantly
fewer impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat associated with the creek corridor. This
alternative would also result in fewer impacts to farmland, fewer traffic and air quality
impacts, fewer noise impacts, fewer visual impacts, and less energy use. As with the
Reduced Alternative I, however, little to no quantitative data is provided to allow for a
true comparison between this alternative and the project proposed.

Page 449, Design Alternative — “Getting it Right” Plan. The DEIR discussion of this
alternative is inadequate. CEQA Guidelines section 15151, Standards for Adequacy of an
EIR, states, “An FIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
decisions makers with information which enables them to make a decision which
mntelligently takes account of environmental consequences.,.The courts have looked not
for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure
(emphasis added).” The discussion for this alternative does not provide any supporting
evidence for many of it conclusory statements such as “[BJecause a similar amount of
development is included in the “Getting it Right” alternative, impacts associated with
wildlife movement would be similar.” There is no consideration of where the
developméut might occur and how that might reduce -impacts to wildlife impacts.
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Likewise, the DEIR concludes that this plan, by concentrating the development on a
smaller number of sites would increase overall congestion, traffic and noise. There is no
basis for this conclusion or this section’s ultimate conclusion that while this plan would
avoid impacts at some locations, it would increase impacts at others. The DEIR must set
forth basic discussions to show how it arrived at these conclusions. In addition, the City
has opted to refer the reader to the Greenbelt Alliance’s website for a description of this
alternative. The DEIR should have included, at a minimum, a figure depicting the land
use plan associated with this alternative, as well as some discussion of the details of this
alternative that “avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project”
(CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a)). Alternatively, the alternative plan provided on
the Greenbelt Alliance’s website should have been provided in an appendix to the DEIR,
to provide a good faith effort at full disclosure for the decision makers and the public.
The DEIR description of this alternative, as well as the associated environmental
evaluation, is incomplete and inadequate.

Page 449, Design Alternative — “Getting it Right” Plan. The discussion about the
biological resources impacts associated with this alternative and the comparison of the
proposed project’s biological resources impacts omits any relevant discussion about this
alternative’s beneficial impacts on Coyote Creek. In addition to the elimination of one of
the proposed project’s new bridge structures over the creek, this alternative includes a
minimum 500-foot Riparian Habitat Corridor to the west side of Coyote Creek
(consistent with the Coyote Creek Parkway County Park Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan and Master Plan adopted by Santa Clara County on March 2007) by
eliminating proposed development east of Monterey Road. When compared to the
proposed project, this alternative would have less impact on the wildlife habitat
associated with Coyote Creek.

On page 453, the DEIR concludes that this alternative is not environmentally superior to
the proposed project. We disagree. This alternative is environmental superior to the
proposed project for the following reasons: it results in 22 percent fewer acres (525
acres) of prime farmland conversion; fewer traffic and air quality impacts because it is
more compact and provides greater opportunities for the use of public transit (additional
justification provided on the Greenbelt Alliance’s website at

www.greenbelt.org/resources/reports/index.html);  significantly fewer impacts to
biological resources as discussed above and in the DEIR, which include fewer impacts
on Coyote Creek including one less new bridge structure within and over the creek,
burrowing owl habitat, oak woodland and grasslands, and wildlife movement due to



Ms. Lisa Killough, Director
Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department
June 26, 2007, Page 35

57.

59.

more land being reserved in open space; fewer impacts to visual resources because it
preserves significantly more acres in agriculture and open space as viewed from US
Highway 101, Monterey Road, and other public roadways in the project vicinity; and a
reduction in energy use due to fewer vehicle trips for the reasons discussed above. The
DEIR’s conclusion that this alternative has the equivalent impacts as the proposed
project is not supported by the evidence provided in the DEIR.

Page 457, Alternatives, Alternative Location. The City has identified a feasible
alternative location in north San Jose in Section 5.6, of the DEIR. In 20035, the City
certified an EIR for the North San Jose Project which considered Coyote Valley as an
alternative location. Excerpts from the North San Jose EIR and the City Council’s
Findings are attached hereto as Attachment 6, North San Jose EIR Alternatives
Evaluation Excerpts, and incorporated into this comment letter. The discussion of this
alternative highlights the cursory and inadequate treatment given the alternatives in this
DEIR. There are conclusions in the CVSP DEIR that directly contradict earlier
conclusions in the North San Jose EIR. For example, the North San Jose EIR states “new
roadway facilities required for the Coyote Valley Location Alternative are substantially
greater than those proposed for the project in North San Jose where an existing
transportation system is well developed.” Also, page 351 of the North San Jose EIR
states, “development of the proposed project in North San Jose would require expansion
and upgrading of existing infrastructure. Development in Coyote Valley will require that
most of the infrastructure be built in its entirety.” In contrast, the CVSP DEIR states “the
environmental impacts of expanding the infrastructure in Coyote Valley and NSJDPU
would be comparable.” The project in Coyote Valley clearly would result in greater
environmental impacts (not comparable impacts) associated with the extension of
infrastructure than would the project if it were developed at the North San Jose
alternative location; therefore, the DEIR should be revised to reconcile the contradictions
between these two documents.

. Page 458 — Alternative Location, Section 5.6.1.9. The DEIR claims that the protection

of the Greenbelt urban buffer would not occur if the CVSP project were built in a
different location. The Greenbelt is already designated as an urban buffer and, under the
County’s jurisdiction is zoned exclusively agricultural. It is unclear how this project
would protect the Greenbelt.

Page 458 — Alternative Location, Section 5.6.1.11. The sentence in this section claims
that implementing the CVSP project in North San Jose would not be consistent with
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many of the project’s goals. The DEIR should be revised to make clear that the only
objective that could not be achieved is that the project would not be in Coyote Valley.
The City concludes that this alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed
project for the following reasons: loss of significantly fewer acres of prime farmland,
significantly fewer impacts to biological resources (Coyote Creek, Fisher Creek,
wetlands, oak woodlands, serpentine grasslands, loss of wildlife movement corridors,
special-status animal species), significantly fewer visual impacts, and significantly lower
use of energy.

Page 458, Environmentally Superior Alternative Conclusions. This section is
incomplete and inadequate and provides no justification as to why the Reduced Scale
Alternative 1 is the environmentally superior alternative. CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6(d) Evaluation of Alternatives states, “The EIR must include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major characteristics and
significant environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the
comparison.” The DEIR includes a comparison of each alternative with the proposed
project at the end of each alternative discussion; however, nothing is provided in the
alternative analysis section of the DEIR that provides a comparison of the alternatives
with each other. This analysis must be completed before the City can make the
determination of which alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. While the
information in the DEIR makes the case that all of the alternatives selected and evaluated
are feasible, meet the basic objectives of the project (with the exception of the no project
alternative), and are environmentally superior to the proposed project, there is no
evaluation provided to justify which among the alternatives is the environmentally
superior alternative. The comparison among altematives must be included in the EIR in
order to “foster informed decision making and public participation” (CEQA Guidelines
section 15126.6(a)).

In closing, the DEIR inadequately addresses impacts to significant biological resources, in

particular those associated with Coyote Creek. Of the 33 impacts to biological resources

identified in the DEIR, our interpretation of the information provided indicates at least five of the

conclusions of Less than Significant with the incorporation of mitigation were incorrectly

determined. We were also unable to evaluate an additional 16 impacts due to the lack of specific

information. Comments and questions raised in this letter also impact the cumulative impact

analysis, which should be revised to reflect the comments made in the substantive areas above.
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" The County should request that the City of San Jose revise the DEIR to address the concerns
raised in this letter and other letters the City may receive on the DEIR, and recirculate the DEIR
for further public review prior to certification by the City Council.

Sincerely,
7w Winsder Mo/ WL%&
Teri Wissler Adam anet Ilse
Principal Biologist
Attachments:;

Attachment 1, Figure 1, Extent of Development within Riparian Habitat Corridor

Attachment 2, Figure 2, USGS Quadrangle Map

Attachment 3, Coyote Creek Parkway County Park Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and
Master Plan

Attachment 4, Figure 3, Impacts to Vegetation where Development is Proposed within the Minimum 500-
Joot Riparian Habitat Corridor

Attachment 5, Santa Clara County Badger Least-Cost Path Analysis with Road Kill Locations

Attachment 6, North San Jose EIR Alternatives Evaluation Excerpts
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ATTACHMENT 1

FIGURE 1, EXTENT OF DEVELOPMENT WITHIN RIPARIAN HABITAT
CORRIDOR




ATTACHMENT 2

FIGURE 2, USGS QUADRANGLE MAP
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ATTACHMENT 3

COYOTE CREEK PARKWAY COUNTY PARK INTEGRATED NATURAL
RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN AND MASTER PLAN




SANTA CLARA COUNTY PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

COYOTE CREEK PARKWAY COUNTY PARK
INTEGRATED NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN AND MASTER

PLAN

MARCH 2007

2M Associates

Jones & Stokes Associates

Balance Hydrologics, inc.

Harison & Associates



Coyote Creek Parkway County Park

Parkway VisioN

The Coyote Creek Parkway is an outstanding example of a regionally significant
riparian habitat. It is significant in its physical scope, natural beauty, diversity of
species, and extent to which the corridor has been 'preserved in public ownership.
It offers unique recreation and interpretation opportunities for all park visitors.
Resource conservation and stewardship values will guide management and
development to assure the sustenance of a quality riparian habitat corridor both

now and in the future.



The Coyote Creek Parkway Integrated Natural Resource Management and

Master Plan is a planning milestone for the Santa Clara County Department of
Parks and Recreation. It is the first plan to be prepared using the standards
and guidelines of the Department's Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation
System Strategic Plan adopted by the Board of Supervisors in June, 2003,
where recreational master planning and resource management planning are’

integrated into a single working vision for a County Park.

The Coyote Creek corridor and its riparian resources are of regional
significance. The Parkway is the longest publicly-owned continuous riparian
landscape in the Bay Area. At over 15 miles in length, the Parkway is located at
a key ecological area within the 320-square-mile Coyote Creek watershed.
While presenting a rich history of human presence and occupation, the
Parkway's corridor landscapes are critical to the health and vigor of the entire

watershed’s fish and wildlife resources.
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park

These corridors provide the critical connection between the highly urbanized
Silicon Valley to the north and the open space resources of the rural Coyote
Valley and upper creek watershed to the south. Therefore, resource
conservation and stewardship values have been identified that will guide
management and development to assure the sustenance of a quality riparian

habitat corridor both now and in the future.

BALANCED IMPLEMENTATION

Implementing the Integrated Plan will involve initiating a series of both resource
management actions to sustain and enhance the habitat values of the Parkway
and access improvements that will allow the public to experience and enjoy the
Parkway's natural bresources. The implementation of the Integrated Plan must
be viewed as balancing the two; resource enhancement actions going hand-in-

hand with improving public access, not one without the other.

TOOLS FOR AN INTEGRATED PLAN

Creating the Riparian Habitat Corridor, establishing Resource Management
Zones, defining buffers and setbacks, and enhancing upland areas are the key
tools for balanced implementation between resource management and public
access. They employ sound principles of conservation biology including, but
not limited to: preserving irreplaceable resources such as existing riparian areas
and the soils that support them; preserving representative habitat areas within
the Parkway; maintaining habitat connectivity along Coyote Creek and across
Parkway lands that will, in turn, protect the high biological value essential to
wildlife movement inherent in the linear configuration of the Parkway; preserving
and enhancing the high quality and ecological diversity of the natural
communities of the Parkway representative of the range of contiguous
environmental gradients that are available within the Parkway’s boundaries;
and protecting the Riparian Habitat Corridor from unmanaged public access

and buffering it from adjacent developed lands.

INTEGRATED PLAN ORGANIZATION
This report is arranged in seven sections that build upon each other to portray
an overall Vision for the Parkway and the actions that will realize that Vision.

These sections are:
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3.2

7.0

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park

INTRODUCTION: providing background information on the general need
for the Integrated Plan and process used to prepare it.

RELATED PLANS AND PERSPECTIVES:; summarizing related reports
prepared throughout the two-year planning process that led to this
Integrated Plan, and related agency plans and concurrent pianning

processes that have influenced the integrated Plan.

RECREATION TRENDS AND NEEDS: listing regional and countywide
outdoor recreation needs that support the resource management and

recreation programs for the Parkway.

PARKWAY VISION, FUNDAMENTAL GUIDELINES, GOALS AND
OBJECTIVES: translating countywide needs into a Vision Statement for
the Parkway, and a tiered series of 9 guidelines, 16 goals, and 57
objectives that direct the resource management and recreation use for

the Parkway.

PARK CLASSIFICATION: applying the Department's Parkland
Classification System to the Parkway in light of the Vision, goals and
objectives, and in doing so, identifying an overall structure for the
Parkway composed of Natural Areas, Rural Recreation Areas, and Historic
Sites.

THE INTEGRATED PLAN: identifying priority (one to seven years) and
long-range actions for natural resource management activities, facility
improvements, and partnerships to guide resource management and

support public access and use.

iIMPLEMENTINGTHE PLAN: identifying environmental mitigations to
reduce impacts associated with the Intégrated Plan, outlining the
Regulatory framework for implementation, presenting probable capital
improvement costs and increased management costs associated with the

identified priority actions outlined in Section 6.
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Integrated Netural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park

IMPLEMENTATION PHILOSOPHY

As the Integrated Plan is implemented, enhancing the landscape of the

Parkway will involve basic three working philosophies:

Focusing Parkway-wide resource management actions to build on the
existing jewels of the Parkway. . . those areas where habitat
conditions are the most diverse and where enhancement would not
only further protect those resources but also render them more
ecologically viable. These areas include, but are not limited to, the
Ogier Pond complex, the Tennant Marsh area, and the creekside
cottonwood riparian forests north of Bailey Avenue.

Assuring that whenever public access improvements are initiated, they
are: sited and designed in a way that allows the public to enjoy the
Parkway without unnecessarily jeopardizing its resources; and are
complemented with resource enhancement activities in contiguous or

nearby wetland, riparian, and upland habitats.

Working in partnership ‘with other interested agencies to ensure
optimal use of the County Parks and Recreation Department's
resources, provide flexibility for funding opportunities, and strengthen
the commitment to implement the vision, goals, and objectives of the
Integrated Plan.

With these philosophies and the action items identified, the Integrated Plan

provides a strategy for how the Parkway can realistically be managed to most

effectively enhance the habitat resources of the Parkway and how public

access can be facilitated to provide the quality experience sought by Parkway

users in the next 10 to 20 years.

March, 2007

Page iv




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

SANTA CLARA  Donald F. Gage, District |
COUNTY  Blanca Alvarado, District li
BOARD OF Pete McHugh, District I
SUPERVISORS Ken Yeager, District IV
Liz Kniss, District V

SANTA CLARA  Greg West, District |
COUNTY  Chelan Addleman, District Hi
PARKS AND  Khoa Vo, District lll
RECREATION  Jan Hintermeister, District IV
COMMISSION  Bob Levy, District IV
Kris Wang, District V
Susie Brain, At-Large Appointee
Fadi Saba, At-Large Appointee

SANTA CLARA  Lisa Killough, Director

COUNTY  Joe Shultz, Deputy Director
PARKS DEPARTMENT

INTEGRATED  Greg West, Parks Commissioner
MASTER PLAN  Khoa Vo, Parks Commissioner
PROJECT TEAM Ed Souza, Manager, Parks Business Services Division
' John Goldsworthy, Park Use Coordinator
Matt Anderson, Manager, Parks Operations Division
Eric Goodrich, Supervising Ranger
Ken Silviera, Supervising Ranger
Geoff Sewell, Senior Ranger
Julie Lee, Senior Ranger
Mike Bacon, Senior Ranger
Jim OOConnorManager, Parks Maintenance Division
John Patterson, Supervisor, Parks Maintenance
Jerry Anderson, Supervisor, Parks Maintenance
Bob Dennis, Maintenance Il}
George Santiago, Maintenance i
Don Rocha, Manager, Resource Management Division
Robin Schaut, Manager, Parks interpretive Programs
Mark Frederick, Manager, Parks Planning and Real Estate Division
Antoinette Romeo, Park Planner
Elish Ryan, Park Planner and Integrated Master Plan Project Manager

March, 2007 Pagev




COYOTE CREEK
WATERSHED
INTEGRATED

WORKING GROUP
(TECHNICAL
ADVISORY
COMMITTEE)

CONSULTANTS

REPORT
PHOTOGRAPHY

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park

Paul Amato, Regional Water Quality Control Board

Kent Aue, California Department of Fish & Game
Nancy Bernardi, Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District
Timm Borden, City of San Jose Public Works

Darryl Boyd, City of San Jose Planning

Cecilia Brown, US Fish & Wildlife Service

Steve Bui, Santa Clara Valley Water District

Mike Griffis, Santa Clara County Roads and Airports
Dave Higgins, Santa Clara Valley Water District

George Fowler, Santa Clara Valley Water District

David Johnston, California Depariment of Fish & Game
Mark Frederick, Santa Clara County Parks Department
Scott Katric, Santa Clara Valley Water District

Mehdi Khaila, City of Milpitas

Marc Klemencic, Santa Clara Valley Water Distrct

Larry Johmann, Guadalupe Coyote Resource Conservation District
Molly Martindale, US Army Corp of Engineers

Richard McMurtry, Regional Water Quality Control Board
Maura Eagan Moody, National Marine Fisheries

Melissa Moore, Santa Clara Valley Water District
Michael Murdter, Santa Clara County Roads and Airporis
Jan Palajac, City of San Jose

Ken Schrieber, Santa Clara County Planning

Patricia Showalter, Santa Clara Valley Water District
Kevin Sibley, Santa Clara Valley Water District

Gary Stern, National Marine Fisheries

Bill Smith, Santa Clara Valley Water District

l.ouisa Squires, Santa Clara Valley Water District

Joe Vafa, City of San Jose Public Works Department
HlLuisa Valiela, US Enviromental Protection Agency
Dave Van Rijn US Army Corp of Engineers

Douglas Weinrich, US Fish & Wildlife Service

Yves Zutty, City of San Jose

2M Associates, Berkeley, California
Patrick Tormay Miller
Jane Elizabeth Miller

Jones & Stokes Associates, San Jose, California
David Zippin
Matthew Jones

Balance Hydrologics, Berkeley, California
Ed Ballman
Stacey Porter

Harison & Associates, Ventura, California
Barbara Harison

Greg Bringelson, Santa Clara County Parks
2M Associates

Balance Hydrologics

Jones & Stokes Associates

March, 2007 Page vi -




1.0
1.1
1.2

—_
W

NI
N O

N - O

N
WN O

[e) e ;]
-0 o

ay o
W N

6.4

6.5

INTRODUCTION oo icrinesse s ssinsiise s sesta s st is s st i s s e s s e s e sa e s e s asan seasbsnassissasansaessnnes 1
ParkWay VISION . oiieiiiiiei et ettt e e ettt e st ettt s et s e T e e e s st et s ae e s e raa s e bt e e e e e e aes 1
2 F= ot o | { o111 o 1o [ PPN 2
1.2.1  Purpose of the Integrated Plan.......ccooiiii e 2
1.2.2 Need for the Integrated Plan ..., 2
T.2.3  ParkWay Setling. . oo e e e s 2
1.2.4  Parkway SigniflCanCe ... .oeiiviiiiir et e s 3
T.2.5  Parkway History .ottt et e e e e ee e e e s e aaeneas 3
The INTegrated Plan PrOCESS (. ivi ittt ettt e et e ee e bb s eete s eeaeteeenn e saararas s ans 3
Qutreach and Coordinalion. ..ot et ettt e eea e rr e e aan e 6
RELATED PLANS AND PERSPECTIVES ..ot resssesisnersasness s sisinesesssssnnss 9
Related Integrated Plan DOCUMERES .....cooviii s 9
Agency Plans and ProgramsS. ..o i e e e 10
RECREATION TRENDS AND NEEDS ....c.ciiimmiiiriniiiiireenis i inaessnvarass e e s sssnessesenennee 15
[N =TT S ] Y= T OO PUU PO PP PPP 15
Regional Outdoor Recreation NeedS.. ... e 16
PARKWAY VISION, FUNDAMENTAL GUIDELINES, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES......ccccivvveeees 23
THEME ANA VISI0M. ittt ettt et e et s er et e et s e e e e e rna e s ae b s as s e e eanssa s e e eannbasens 23
Fundamental GUIelNeS ... vivii i s 24
Goals 8nd ODJBCHVES. .. it e 28
PARK CLASSIFICATION (oot ciries sttt s st ssatasass snnass s snaass sesssnasssnsrsnenssanens 31
THE INTEGRATED PLAN Lot cirisiiissns s tisessisn enssassiasssensasss s ansasassasssssssssuresassssasanss 33
1)1 ] =Y T PP TSP 34
6.1.1 A Sustainable Parkway and the Riparian Habitat Corridor ..........coooovi, 34
6.1.2 Individual Recreation Areas within a Parkway......cc.oooiinin e 34
B.1.3 A Sense Of REMOIEMESS . ittt ittt et ecar e e r st a e raaas 35
8.1.4 Countywide SIgnifiCanCe ... ..cciiiiiiie s 35
Parkway EXDENSION cioiiiiieiiieers ettt e et e e s e sttt et rr e et e s 35
Natural Resource Management Programi.....ccoooiiiiiii i 37
6.3.1 Riparian Habital Commidor. ..o e 38
6.3.2 Resource Management Actions and PHOMHES ..o 41
6.3.3 Resource Management ZONES . ...ttt 51
6.3.4 Goals, Objectives, and AGHONS .......iviiiiiii e 52
6.3.4.1 HydrologiC RESOUICES .....ciiiiiiiiiii it 52

6.3.4.2 Biological Resources: Goals, Objectives, and Actions ..o, 56

Public Access and Use Master Plan Program ... e 74
B.4.7  EXISHNG USES . iittitiiiiiiiiieiair e e et ettt te bbbt e st e et e s s s e e e r et e s e eer e e s raares 75
6.4.2 Rural Recreation and HistoriC Argas.....cccoiviiiiiiiiiiii e v 75
- 6.4.3 Riparian Habitat Corridor Setbacks.........vviiiiiiiii 76
B.4.4 Coyote Creek TTail ot e e eeaae e e 78
6.4.5 Goals, Objectives, and ACHONS ... 92
6.4.5.1 Recreation Use Areas and FacililiesS..........ccccoiiniiinn 92
6.4.5.2 Agricultural and Historical Features ... 101
6.4.5.3 Interpretive FeatUres......ooociiiiiiiiii e 102

Management and Partnership Program.. ... 105

March, 2007 Contents-1




Integrated Natural Resources Management Flan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park

7.0  IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN .ot iisnisinsrnssssssasissssesssas s sissnsnsnsnsansnansassesssasnans 109
7.1 Construction, Potential Environmental Effects, and Mitigation Actions............ccooeeeiin, 109
7.2  Regulalony FrameWOrK .. ..ui it ee s ettt e ve st e es e s eraae sttt e ea it s aaen s rraebesennaaesrens 117
7.3 Capital Improvement CostS coii i et e e st e e e et e e e a e s aa e eene s 119
7.4  Management CostS. ittt ee e e e et e e n e e e e et e e s e n e s ene 120

LIST OF TABLES

Table 1: Goals and ObJECHVES . ..ottt ettt ettt e e e e e st s e e e e s rerbanaeeaenenes 27
Table 2 Resource Management Actions and Priorties . ...c.cooev i 43
Table 3: Setback Guidelines for Riparian Habitat Corridor Protection..........ocooooiiiinne 77
Table 4: Public Access and Facility Actions and Priorities ... 81
Table 5: Coyote Creek Trail improvements and Priorities ..., 89
Table 6: Santa Clara County Park and Recreation Partners........ccccoovriiiiiiic i 107
Table 7: Permitting and Review AgQENCIES ...ciiiiiii vt et eeeree et 118
Table 8: Projection of Probable Capital Improvement Project Costs by Area............ooonennns 119
Table 9: Staffing Needs and CostS. ..o et ettt e caaaaens 120

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1: Location

Figure 2: Existing Parkway Use Areas
Figure 3: Riparian Habitat Corridor
Figure 4: Parkway Classifications
Figure 5: Integrated Plan Program

Figure A-1: Live Oak and Toyon Group Areas Sketch Plan

Figure A-2: Visitor Center / Park Office and Malaguerra Staging Area Sketch Plan
Figure A-3: Burnett Recreation Area Skeich Plan )

Figure A-4: Malaguerra Winery Historic Area Sketch Plan

Figure A-5: Perry's Hill Recreation Area Sketch Plan

Figure A-6: Monterey Highway Recreation Area Sketch Plan

Figure A-7: Coyote Ranch Historic Area Sketch Plan

Figure A-8: Disc Golf Area and Parque de la Raza de Paz Sketch Plan

Figure T-1: Coyote Creek Trail : Anderson Dam (mile 0.0) to Coyote Creek Golf Course (mile 6.5)

Figure T-2: Coyote Creek Trail : Coyote Creek Golf Course (mile 6.0) to Highway 101 (mile 10.5)

Figure T-3: Coyote Creek Trail : Metcalf Park / Highway 101 (mile 10.0) to Hellyer County Park /
Highway 101 (mile 14.7)

Trail Section 1: Coyote Creek Trail (Multiple Use)

Trail Section 2: Coyote Creek Trail (Multiple Use with Equestrtian Use

Trail Section 3: Riding (Equestrian) and Hiking Trails

Trail Section 4: Hiking Trails

Trail Section 5: Coyote Creek Parkway Trail and the Riparian Habitat Corridor

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1: Park Classifications
Attachment 2: County Eminent Domain Policies

Attachment 3: Historic Timeline and Interpretive Themes
Attachment 4: Natural Resource Management Zones (Figures B-1 thru B-17)

March, 2007 Conients-2




DEPARTMENT
MISSION:

The mission of the
Santa Cilara County

- Parks and Recreation
Department is to
provide, protect and
preserve regional
parklands for the
enjoyment, education
and inspiration of this
and future
generations.

DEPARTMENT
VISION

We create a growing
and diverse system of
regional parks, trails,
and open spaces of
Countywide
significance that
connects people with
the natural
environment, offers
visitor experiences that
renew the human
spirit, and balances
recreation
opportunities with
resource protection.

11  PARKWAY VISION

The Coyote Creek Parkway is an outstanding example of a regionally significant

_riparian habitat. It is significant in its physical scope, natural beauty, diversity of

species, and extent to which the corridor has been preserved in public
ownership. 1t offers unique recreation and interpretation opportunities for all
park visitors. Resource conservation and stewardship values will guide
management and development to assure the sustenance of a quality riparian

habitat corridor both now and in the future.
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1.2 BACKGROUND

1.2.1 PURPOSE OF THE INTEGRATED PLAN

The Coyote Creek Parkway County Park Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan and Master Plan (the Integrated Plan) is crafted to balance
the long-term resource management of the Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
(the Parkway) corridor with its recreation use in a way that directly reflects the
.Mission and Vision of the Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation
Department (the Department). By doing so, the resulting landscape and the
recreation and educational opportunities it affords, will benefit all the residents
of Santa Clara County for generations to come. The Integrated Plan portrays
how the Parkway can realistically be managed and how public access can be
facilitated in a 10 to 20-year timeframe to most effectively enhance the habitat
resources of the Parkway while providing the quality outdoor recreation

experience sought by Parkway users.

1.2.2 NEED FOR THE INTEGRATED PLAN
The [ntegrated Plan is needed to respond to a series of challenges and
changes that include:

* Population growth in Santa Clara County and the resulting increased

demand for regional outdoor recreation opportunities as well as the
protection of riparian lands and related habitats from encroachment.

e Changes in practices for water distribution, stream flows in Coyote
Creek, and management of riparian systems.

* Need for a clear strategy for resource management.

* Development of a systematic approach fo the interface between public
and private lands along the Parkway perimeter as urbanization of the
Coyote Valley continues and rural lands around the Parkway are
converted to new uses.

1.2.3 PARKWAY SETTING

The Coyote Creek watershed is one of the largest watersheds in Santa Clara
County. From its origins in the Diablo Range, it covers over 320 square miles.
The Parkway is over 15 miles in length and includes approximately 1,690 acres
of land. As illustrated in Figure 1, the Parkway extends from the base of
Anderson Dam near Morgan Hill and continues north to Hellyer County Park in

San Jose. Figure 2 depicts the major existing use areas along the Parkway.
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1.2.4 PARKWAY SIGNIFICANCE
The Coyote Creek corridor and its riparian resources are of regional
significance. The Parkway is the longest, publicly owned, continuous riparian
landscape in the Bay Area. One of the fundamental roles of the County Park
system is to conserve the representative native landscapes of Santa Clara
County and their natural resources. Coyote Creek and the accompanying
Parkway is one such resource. The landscape resources of the Parkway play a
fundamental role in the experiential enjoyment, education, and inspiration of its

visitors as well as the quality of life for all residents in the County.

1.2.5 PARKWAY HISTORY ’

The Parkway was conceived in the 1960s when both the City of San Jose and
Santa Clara County began acquiring lands adjacent to Coyote Creek for use as
parkland. In preparation for a jointly-sponsored master plan, the City and
County approved the “Coyote River Policy Statemeni” in 1869, that included
the following:

“...where the continuity of riding, hiking, and bicycle trails through the park
would be assured, park design would be coordinated with the Santa Clara
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, and that all
outdoor recreation would be compatible with the natural resources of the
area.”

This thirty-five-year-old policy statement for the Parkway, with the exception that
the Santa Clara County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is now

the Santa Clara Valley Water District, is still valid today.

1.3 THEINTEGRATED PLAN PROCESS

The Integrated Plan for the Parkway is the first plan to be prepared by the
Department since the adoption of the 2003 Santa Clara County Parks and
Recreation System Strategic Plan (the Strategic Plan).

The Strategic Plan established a framework for planning individual parks that
differs from that used by the Department in the past. This framework
emphasizes the importance of the last phrase in the Department's Vision
statement: “balances recreation opportunities with resource protection”. This
balance is achieved by allowing determinations about natural resource
management to be a precursor to identifying the pattern and intensity of public

use and facilities within regional parklands.
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The planning approach used in preparing the Integrated Plan involved a four-
step process. These phases were:

Step 1 — Program Development: where a vision for the Parkway and palette of

management and use program options to be considered in the Integrated Plan
were developed. All program options responded to countywide needs for
regional parks as idAentiﬁed in the Strategic Plan (see Section 3.0). These
program options include:

*» Resource management goals and objectives that reflect the
Department's stewardship responsibilities for managing, protecting,
and restoring parkiand resources, and the current . regulatory
requirements involving stream systems in general and Coyote Creek in
particular.

e Existing recreation and education use

s Proposed uses that meet the Department's criteria of Countywide
significance (see Section 6.1.4). These include: Countywide trails and
trail connections; outdoor recreation uses and facilities; agricultural
and historic uses; educational and interpretive programs; and park
operations.

Step 2 — Plan Development: where the use and development program options

identified in Task 1 were detailed as resource management strategies and site
plan alternatives that, with public review, resulted in a Preliminary Plan.
Strategies and plan alternatives were evaluated within the framework of the
Department’s Park Classification System (see Section 5.0 and Attachment 1).
Resource management units were delineated that reflected the resource
management goals and objectives for hydrology, habitat management, and
cultural resource protection programs outlined in Step 1. Based on the inherent
natural and cultural resource sensitivities of individual resource management
units, areas of the Parkway were organized into three Park classifications:

» Natural Areas: defined within the Parkway as the Riparian Habitat
Corridor and include:

- Lands generally managed for conditions that best protect the
environment and habitat value; and

- Lands developed with only minimal amenities needed to provide
public access for low-intensity and dispersed recreation.

* Rural Recreation Areas: areas that occur outside the Riparian Habitat
Corridor and include:

- Lands generally in an undeveloped condition that appear natural
in character and encompass a wide variety of habitat types; and
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- Lands that could be developed for relatively moderate to high-

impact public recreation uses.
Historic Sites — Two sites within the Parkway that overlap both Natural

Areas and Rural Recreation Areas.

The Park Classification System was a key tool in directing recreation uses and

improvements to areas least likely to disturb the riparian habitat values of the

Parkway. The process of translating goals and objectives outlined in the

Program Plan into alternatives involved:

Identifying criteria for establishing a Riparian Habitat Corridor
throughout the length of the 15-mile-long Parkway.

Developing a management framework for protecting and enhancing
the natural and cultural resources of the Parkway.

Identifying designations within the context of the County's Park
Classification System that would be appropriate for Parkway
resources.

Delineating and describing options for how public access to and within
the Parkway could be enhanced to better protect the natural
resources of the Parkway while continuing to provide a quality outdoor
recreation experience.

Alternatives were formulated using the following methodology:

Task 1: Delineate an. optimum Riparian Habitat Corridor (see Section
6.3.1 for a summary of the defining resource criteria).

Task 2: |dentify an initial framework for managing natural resources
based upon degrees of accomplishing the specific goals and
objectives of the Resource Management Program for the delineated
optimum Riparian Habitat Corridor.

Task 3: ldentify Park Classification System designations using the
Riparian Habitat Corridor as a Natural Area and other lands as Rural
Recreation Areas. Historic Area designations overlay onfo either
Natural or Rural Recreation Area designations.

Task 4: ldentify Resource Management Units based on specific goals
and objectives of the Resource Management Program.

Task 5: Identify Master Plan Program alternatives for public access,
outdoor recreation uses, educational and interpretive uses, and
capital improvements. The Master Plan Program alternatives assume
the following hydrologic criteria:

- Typical Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) stream release
(600 cubic feet per second)

- 1% flood (FEMA 100-year floodplain map boundary)
In addition, use and facility setbacks (see Section 6.4.3 and Table 3)
were used to delineate Rural Recreation Areas and options for

rerouting sections of the Coyote Creek Trail. In some cases, these
designations involved Parkway expansion.
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» Task 6: |dentify an array of options for a Parkway expansion program
ranging from no significant alteration of park boundaries to an
increasingly comprehensive approach of securing a sustainable
Riparian Habitat Corridor around Coyote Creek that would achieve the
goals and objectives of both the Natural Resource Management
Program and the Master Plan Program. It is acknowledged that at
each level, parkiand expansion can only be achieved when willing
sellers or complementary partnerships with other agencies have been
identified and adequate funding has been secured (see also Section
6.2).

Step 3 — Review Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):

‘The Preliminary Integrated Plan was used as the preferred alternative for review
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Using the CEQA
guidelines, an Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Integrated .
Plan was published and circulated for agency and public comment. This
evaluation was conducted using a two-tiered approach consistent with the
Integrated Plan. The first tier evaluation was conducted at the project level and
encompasses immediate actions and clearly delineated future actions within the
existing boundaries of the Parkway. The second tier addresses long-term
program actions for recreation enhancements within the existing Parkway, and
plans for expansion of the Parkway for resource protection and for realignment
of segments of the Coyote Creek Trail. Mitigation measures that resulted from
that review process were incorporated into the Integrated Plan (see Section
7.1).

Step 4 — Draft Plan and Adoption: where this Draft Integrated Plan will be

reviewed and adopted as a Final Plan by the Santa Clara County Board of
Supervisors.

1.4 OUTREACH AND COORDINATION

An open planning process was conducted. Public notices about the
preparation of the Integrated Plan were sent to all stewardship and regulatory
agencies, permittees and lessees, user and special interest organizations, and
approximately 3000 adjécent property ‘owners. Along with other outreach efforfs
(nine update newsletters, e-mails, individual user group work sessions), the
major meetings and reviews conducted in the preparation of the Integrated

Plan are outlined below.
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Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Commission: Public workshops

and or progress review meetings were conducted with the Commission as

follows:

May 5, 2005 and June 2, 2005: review and acceptance of the Draft
Program Document

November 2, 2005 and December 7, 2005: review and acceptance of
proposed Alternatives

November 30, 2005: tour of Coyote Creek

May 3, 2006 and June 7, 2006: review and acceptance of the
Preliminary Plan

December 6, 2006: review and comment with recommendations o the
Board of Supervisors on the Draft Plan

Public Workshops: In addition to public participation at Parks and Recreation

Commission meetings, two rounds of public workshops were conducted as

follows:

February 3, 2005 (Morgan Hill) and February 23, 2005 (San Jose): to
review the planning process and solicit ideas for what the Parkway
should be like, how it should be managed, and how it should be
enjoyed over the next twenty years.

March 29, 2006 (San Jose) and March 22, 2006 {Morgan Hill): to
review and comment on the Draft Preliminary Plan prior to its
presentation to the Parks and Recreation Commission.

Coyote Creek Watershed Integration Working Group (CWIWG): The CWIWG

is a multi-agency working group representing those public agencies responsible

for managing and regulating the resources of the Coyote Creek Watershed.

The Integrated Pan was a standing agenda item of the CWIWG agenda and its

comments essentially served as a technical advisory group review of the

planning process. Meetings included:

October 28, 2004 / Topic: Overview of the Parkway and schedule of
the planning process

December 16, 2004 / Topic: Integrated Plan Vision and Goals
March 10, 2005 / Topic: Preliminary Program

June 8, 2005 / Topic: Program Report

September 22, 2005 / Topic: Draft Alternatives

January 12, 2006 / Topic: Draft Preferred Alternative

April 20, 2006 / Topic: Drait Preliminary Plan

July 13, 2006 / Topic: Preliminary Plan

October 3, 2006 / Topic: CEQA Review
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City of San Jose - Coyote Valley Specific Plan Coordination Meetings:

Because a major segment of the Parkway is adjacent to the Coyote Valley

Specific Plan area, coordination meetings were conducted as follows:

February 12, 2005 / Topics: Relationship of Parkway to Specific Plan
areas; Integrated Plan Vision and Goals; planning coordination

March 11, 2005 / Topics: Goals and objectives for CVS3P trails, Coyote
Creek Corridor. And non-vehicular circulation strategy

June 16, 2005 / Topics: Integrated Plan Program

July 21, 2005 (with the City of San Jose Parks Subcommittee) /
Taopics: Relationship of Parkway to Specific Plan areas; Integrated
Plan Program; CVSP access routes through the Parkway

September 21, 2005 (with the City of San Jose Parks Subcommittee) /
Topics: Parkway Program and the Riparian Habitat Corridor

April 20, 2006 / Topics: Parkway Program and the Riparian Habitat
Corridor

Santa Clara Valley Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Communities
Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP): The HCP/NCCP is being prepared by a

regional partnership and encompasses the Parkway. Presentations made to

this group included:

February 8, 2006: a presentation and discussion with the HCP/NCCP
Technical Group of the Preferred Alternative with an emphasis on the
Resource Management Plan and the Riparian Habitat Corridor

April 26, 2006: a presentation for review and comment to the
HCP/NCCP Stakeholder Group of the Draft Preliminary Plan with an
emphasis on the Resource Management Plan and the Riparian
Habitat Corridor

August 24, 2006: a presentation for review and comment to the
HCP/NCCP Liaison of the Preliminary Plan with an emphasis on the
Riparian Habitat Corridor

October 26, 2006; update to the HCP/NCCP Liaison Group regarding
interface between Preliminary Integrated Plan goals and objectives
and City of San Jose proposed development plans for Coyote Valley
Specific Plan
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2.1 RELATED INTEGRATED PLAN DOCUMENTS

Complementing this report is information contained in previously published
documents associated with the Integrated Plan process. Each of these reports
may be reviewed at the County Parks Department web site: www/ParkHere.org.

These are:

s Program Plan (May, 2005): presents a summary of existing conditions
within the Parkway corridor, a vision for the Parkway, a set of goals
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and objectives for the Integrated Plan, and resource management
and park program elements to be considered in the integrated Plan.

Summary of Alternatives (September, 2005): overviews the approach
used in identifying alternatives for the Integrated Plan, the criteria
used in identifying a Parkway Riparian Habitat Corridor, how the
County’s regional park classification system is applicable to existing
Parkway lands, and alternatives for the Integrated Plan.

Summary of Comments — Alternatives (November, 2005): summarizes
a listing of comments made about the alternatives and suggested
additional items for consideration within the planning process.

Preferred Alternative (November, 2005): includes natural resource
management and public access / use improvement programs that
were accepted by the Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation
Commission to be further evaluated in developing the Preliminary
Plan.

Preliminary Integrated Plan (June, 2006): includes resource
management and public access improvement activities as accepted
by the Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Commission that wil
implement the Parkway Vision.

Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (November, 2006):
analyzes the Preliminary Integrated Plan under the CEQA guidelines
for environmental review and identifies mitigation measures to lessen
impacts to a level that is not significant.

2.2 AGENCY PLANS AND PROGRAMS

This Integrated Plan incorporates by reference the applicable plans, policies,

programs, and guidelines of the Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation
Department as found in the following:

Santa Clara County Regional Park System Strategic Plan, 2003 (the
Strategic Plan) — This plan establishes a wide variety of Countywide
strategies that affect the Integrated Plan. In addition the Strategic
Plan provides: criteria for establishing Countywide significance to be
used in evaluating proposals for Parkway uses and facilities; and a
Park Classification System that will be used to organize the
management and use of the Parkway.

Santa Clara County Trails Master Plan Update, 1995 (the Trails
Master Plan) — This plan identifies trail routes of Countywide
significance and guidelines for implementing those routes.

Uniform Inter-jurisdictional Trail Design, Use, and Management
Guidelines, County of Santa Clara, 1995 ~ This plan provides trail
development and management guidelines that are applicable to
urban areas of the County and complement those found in the 1995
Trails Master Plan Update.

Santa Clara County General Plan, 1995 — This plan provides general
policies about the conservation of resources and development of
regional park facilities and park expansion.
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In addition, the Integrated Plan incorporates the analysis and considers the
recommendations contained in the Department’'s Countywide Swimming
Feasibility Study Report, December, 2004. This feasibility study evaluated
options within the Santa Clara County Parks system for developing a regional
swimming area in a “natural setting” and a separate water facility for training

dogs.

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) adopted two companion
documents related to bicycle planning:

e Countywide Bicycle Plan, 2000 — The Countywide Bicycle Plan
identifies the Cross-County Bicycle Corridors, a network of 16 routes
for bike travel across the county. The corridors include bicycle lanes
on arterials, as well as extensive creek frails, including the Coyote
Creek Trail.

e Bicycle Technical Guidelines: A Guide for Local Agencies in Santa
Clara County, 1999 — These guidelines present the optimum design
standards for bikeway projects and roadway projects where bicycles
are permitted. These guidelines complement those prepared for the
Department for off-street trails.

City of San Jose General Plan: Most of the areas adjacent to the Parkway

north of Metcalf Road are built out consistent with San Jose’s General Plan
land use designations. Areas that will receive additional development and that
would result in additional use of the Parkway include:

* Industrial park development along Hellyer Avenue‘ north of Silver
Creek Valley Boulevard

* Residential development east of Highway 101 in the foothi!lsbnorth of
Metcalf Road

Lands south of Metcalf Road and east of the Parkway are designated as Non-
Urban Hillside. General Plan Land Use maps for the areas surrounding the

‘ Parkway are found in Appendix D.

Coyote Valley Specific Plan: Since August, 2002 the City of San Jose has

been preparing the Coyote Valley Specific Plan (the Specific Plan). The
Specific Plan area is immediately adjacent to and in some sections includes
portions of the Parkway. As illustrated in Figure 2, the Specific Plan is divided

into two broad planning areas. These are:
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¢« North Coyote Campus Industrial and Coyote Valley Urban Reserve:
lying immediately adjacent to the Parkway from just south of Palm
Avenue downstream (north) to the confluence of Fisher Creek with
Coyote Creek (adjacent to Tulare Hill and opposite the Coyote
Ranch). While the conceptual framework for that plan area has been
developed, the final land use description has yet to be published and
the environmental review process has yet to begin. Aspects of the
Specific Plan that will potentially affect the Parkway program include:

- Urban Development — Greenline / Urban Growth Boundary: where
the City Council's vision is for the total development potential of at
least 50,000 jobs and at least 25,000 housing units within a
defined, fixed urban limit line. Immediately adjacent to the
Parkway, this would include low to moderate density housing and
commercial development.

- Transportation Improvements: involving construction of two new
interchanges on Highway 101 with arterial routes crossing Coyote
Creek and the Parkway and the realignment of the northbound
lanes of Monterey Road. These improvements would involve use
of Parkway lands.

- Creek Floodplain Modification: Potentially filling in significant areas
of the existing Coyote Creek floodplain to support land
development activities east of Monterey Road.

- Water Use: Using groundwater as the major supply source for the
area.

- Trails: Developing an extensive system of trails that utilizes
individual and shared-use trail types, including: Caltrans Class I, Ii,
and il bikeways, equestrian trails, hillside scenic trails, urban
trails, and shared-use trails that would connect with the Coyote
Creek Trail. Consideration is being given to relocating the Coyote
Creek Trail west through the Specific Plan area.

+ The Coyote Greenbelt: extending south from Palm Avenue, this area
is intended to maintain a distinct rural break between San Jose and
Morgan Hill. While land use proposals remain in the conceptual
formulation stage, they are intended to include relatively low-density
uses that generally would be compatible with the Parkway.

Updated information about the Coyote Valley Specific Plan and the associated

planning process may be found at: www.sanjoseca.gov/coyotevalley/,

City of Morgan Hill General Plan: Morgan Hill's General Plan indicates a need

for a City park within the general area of the Parkway downstream from the
Malaguerra Staging Area. The General Plan map also delineates a long-term
Urban Growth Boundary, that differentiates land within the City's Sphere of
Influence intended for future urbanization from land intended to remain rural

and unincorporated for the next 20 years. The UGB borders the Parkway and
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includes the Malaguerra Staging Area. The City's Sphere of Influence basically

includes all of the Parkway east of Burnett Avenue. Prior to urbanization, large-

parcel uses, including farming, are encouraged on land inside the UGB but

outside the City. Agricultural and open space uses are preserved on all lands

outside of the UGB. A priority of the Parks and Recreation chapter of the

General Plan is the implementation of an east-west bikeway connection to the

Parkway. The Morgan Hill General Plan Land Use maps for the areas
surrounding the Parkway are found in Appendix D.

City of Morgan Hill Bikeways Plan: The City Bikeways Plan has a number of

on-street bicycle connections to the Coyote Creek Trail. These include:

+ Class 1 — shared-use path: Coyote Creek Trail connection from
Burnett Avenue to Malaguerra Extension, with connectors from
Burnett Avenue to the Ann Sobrato High School.

¢ Class 2 — bike lane, both sides: portions of Cochrane Road

¢« (Class 3 -Bike Route with wide outside lane: Peet Road, Morningstar,
Eagle View, portions of Cochrane Road and Malaguerra Avenue.

*» Class 3b -Bike Route with shoulder striping: portions of Cochrane
Road and Burnett Avenue.

Note: the above connections are detailed in the City of Morgan Hill City
Bikeways Map, Sepiember 2003.

The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) manages the waters and
floodway of Coyote Creek and groundwater conditions throughout the Coyote
Valley. This management is accomplished principally through releases from
Anderson Dam, although water is sometimes conveyed to Coyote Creek from
the State Water Project. Relevant background documents include:

e Coyote Creek Watershed Management Plan: Santa Clara Valley
Water District, 2002 - provides a strategic approach for implementing
the District policies using a watershed management approach for
stream stewardship within the Coyote Watershed. The SCVWD Board
of Directors established the Ends Policy to further the District's mission
for comprehensive water/flood management programs to better serve
the community. The Ends Policy, in part, envisions a watershed in
which:

- There is a healthy and safe environment for residents and visitors.

- There is a reliable supply of healthy, clean drinking water.

- There is a reduced potential for flood damage.

- There is an enhanced quality of life in Santa Clara County.

- Watersheds, streams, and the natural resources therein are
protected and, when appropriate, enhanced or restored.
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- There are additional open spaces, trails, and parks along creeks
and in the watersheds when reasonable and appropriate.

*» Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Collaborative Effort (FAHCE)
Agreement, 2003 — The SCVWD and a consortium of agencies and
private resource conservation groups entered into the FAHCE
agreement that outlines a 30-year program to provide spawning and
rearing habitat for Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Trout in the
reaches of Coyote Creek within the Parkway and elsewhere in the
County. This program includes long-term goals for stream releases to
support spawning, and actions to establish Coyote Creek through the
Parkway as a cold water fishery. This program considers, among other
enhancement measures:

- Minimum stream flows

- Removing barriers to fish passage such as culverts and low road
crossings

- Reconstructing Coyote Creek such that it is separated from the
warm-water environments (percolation ponds and mining ponds)
through which it now flows. This includes the area around the
Ogier Ponds and the Coyote Percolation Ponds.

- Enhancing Coyote Creek from Anderson Dam downstream to
approximately Palm Avenue as a cold water zone for rearing
anadromous fish.

» Stream Maintenance Program; Best Management Practices, May 17,

2002 - A multi-year stream maintenance program involving:

- Sediment removal

- Vegetation management

- Bank protection

- Minor maintenance activities

- All channels are protected and maintained to convey the 100-year
(1% probability) flood. The SCVWD may implement a wide range
of mitigation procedures and bank protection techniques including
bio-engineering or hard-structure river engineering

The Santa Clara Valley Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community
Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP) is being created by a regional partnership
between the following agencies: County of Santa Clara; Cities of San Jose,
Gilroy and Morgan Hill; Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority; SCVWD;
California Department of Fish and Game; United States Fish and Wildlife
Service; and the Naticnal Marine Fisheries Service. The HCP/NCCP will provide
the pariner agencies long-term, development related coverage under Section
10 of the Endangered Species Act. The expected completion date of the Final
HCP/NCCP is 2008. The entire Parkway is located within the HCP/NCCP
planning area and as such will be considered an interim project under the
agreement of the HCP/NCCP partners.
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3.1 NEEDS SURVEYS

Over the past several years there have been numerous state, regional, and
local studies addressing outdoor recreation trends and needs. A telephone
survey was conducted by the California State Department of Parks and

Recreation in 2003 about public attitudes and opinions on outdoor recreation in
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the State. These results supported the conclusions of local telephone surveys
conducted by the Santa Clara County Parks Department in 1999 and 2001.

In 2004, the Department conducted a willingness-to-pay survey directed toward
park funding in the County. In conjunction with earlier surveys that found
County residents actively seeking out the type of recreation offered by the
County’s regional park system, this survey confirmed that Santa Clara County
voters were supportive of spending revenue to preserve water quality, natural
areas, and wildlife habitat in County parks.

The conclusions reached by the Depariment’s telephone surveys conducted in
Santa Clara County in 1999 and 2001 identified a series of Countywide park
and recreation needs for the Department's Strategic Plan. The needs identified
in the Strategic Plan addressed a number of demographic issues facing the
County; responded fo Countywide recreation preferences and trends; and
reflected the fundamental values of the Depariment and County residents as
collected through an extensive public outreach process. The Strategic Plan
envisioned that future park master planning efforts within the Parks Department
would address these needs within the context of the specific park. These

needs were incorporated into the lritegrated Plan process.

3.2 REGIONAL OUTDOOR RECREATION NEEDS

Seventeen Countywide park and recreation needs were identified during the
development of the Strategic Plan. The following summarizes how the Parkway
program reflects these needs.

In 20 years it is projected that Santa Clara County will have approximately 23%
more residents than it does today. By approving Measure C in 2004, Morgan
Hill voters extended the City's Residential Development Control System (RDCS)
to 2020. The General Plan assumes that some form of residential growth
control and the current allowed rate of 250 new units per year will continue until
2020, resulting in a city population at that time of roughly 48,000. The
population in Morgan Hill is currently approximately 36,500 (source: Morgan Hill
General Plan, July 2004). The Coyote Valley Specific Plan anticipates that at
buildout a population of up to 80,000 will reside immediately adjacent to the

Parkway, This increased population will place significant pressure on the

- viability of the Parkway’'s natural resources, recreation opportunities, and
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management. Existing Parkway facilities and management [evels cannot

accommodate the magnitude of use that would accompany such growth.

- The Integrated Plan outlines options for new facility development and use

opportunities. These include, among other items: conservation of Coyote
Creek, a regional open space resource; an expanded trail system and related
support features; a regional staging area; group picnic areas; the potential for a
regional swimming facility; interpretive programs; and preservation of historic
buildings. These improvements address the many regional outdoor recreation
needs identified in the Strategic Plan that a growing population and nearby
urbanization of what historically has been a relatively sparsely-populated

agricultural area will want.

The Strategic Plan concluded that the overall County Park system should not
be static and should be expanded with a land acquisition program to
accommodate the needs of a growing population and reflect the Department's
role in resource conservation. Expansion of the Parkway boundaries o provide
buffer areas and the preservation of natural resources is a key element of the
Integrated Plan. Lands to be identified include: areas needed to reroute the
existing Coyote Creek Trail ‘out of flood-prone areas; areas where the
restoration of a distinct creek channel would be beneficial in providing cold-
water habitat for aquatic species; areas that would be beneficial to overall
channel stability; and areas that would provide better boundary management
while retaining a rural character relative to the visitor's Parkway experience.

The most popular and demanded recreation activities are intrinsically related to
a classic regional park development formula: access, a water feature, places to
congregate and picnic, and trails to be used for a variety of purposes. The
Integrated Plan will expand opportunities for some of the most highly-ranked
regional outdoor recreation activities within the County. These include, but are
not limited to: |

* Trail activities for walking / hiking, running, and all types of bicycling
* Horseback riding
e Group and family picnicking
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During the prime recreation season, most areas of Santa Clara County are

warm to hot. Swimming is perceived as a major focus for summer outings. The

fifth most desirable recreation activity requested by County residents is

swimming in a regional park setting. The Department conducted a Swimming

Feasibility Study that concluded the Parkway contains most of the opportunities

for such a facility within the existing County Park system. An alternative site is
included in the Integrated Plan at the Perry’s Hill Recreation Area.

Regional parks offering multiple outdoor recreation opportunities, particularly
those appealing to all age groups and abilities, are most desirable for groups
and families. The Integrated Plan provides opportunities to expand existing use
areas or create new ones that provide: open lawns for play; shade;
opportunities to take short or long trail adventures; a water body that can be
used for boating, swimming, and fishing; clean and readily available facilities
(especially restrooms); concessions; and special use features that offer

opportunities for all age groups.

Places and facilities that accommodate special events are demanded within the -
regional parks system as a whole. Within the Parkway, the Coyote Ranch does
accommodate this need. The Integrated Plan assumes the continuation of the
lease agreement for the operations of the Coyote Ranch. Where possible,
facility and resource improvements to better utilize the Coyote Ranch have

been included.

There is also a need for a variety of facilities related to specific forms of
recreation. These facilities often involve regional competitions (e.g., archery,
horseshoes, and the like.) While these uses may not be related to the Creek or
its riparian resources and may be more properly located elsewhere, the
Integrated Plan strives to identify, consistent with the resource values of the
Parkway, large areas that are accessible and that could potentially be improved

in the future for a number of recreation activities.

The distinction between parks that were once ‘remote’ and the edge of urban
development is disappearing. In most reaches of the Parkway there are now a
number of opportunities for relaxation and feeling totally separated from the
bustie of the urbanized valley. In selected areas it is even possible to be

removed from the sounds of Highway 101. However, with continued
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urbanization of the Coyote Valley, this separation as it is experienced from
existing use areas and the Coyote Creek Trail will be in jeopardy. The
Integrated Plan identifies areas and resource management techniques such as

vegetated screening to divorce the Parkway experience from urbanization.

With special permits, a variety of dog training opportunities exists within the
Parkway. The Integrated Plan continues these opportunities as well as
opportunities to consolidate dog fraining both .on land and in water to an area
where a special use permit would not be required and that would be usable to

a greater number of dog owners.

The Integrated Plan includes specific recreation opportunities that are
dependent on the waters of Coyote Creek and the ponds contained within its
floodplain. With an emphasis on day-use recreation these opportunities include
fishing, swimming (see above), and non-powered boating both on the creek
and within adjacent ponds. Waterskiing on the Coyote Percolation Pond will be
allowed to continue. Expanding the existing disc golf area near Hellyer Park will

be evaluated.

Because of its length and continuity, the Coyote Creek corridor and its riparian
resources are of regional significance. Without the conservation and
stewardship of these resources, the quality of Parkway recreation and outdoor
educational experiences diminishes. The Integrated Plan includes resource
management objectives to enhance the existing creek character to support an
anadramous fishery, develop a continuous riparian wildlife corridor along the
creek, and enhance upland habitats around the creek corridor. These programs
would benefit both resident species, some of which are endangered, and
migratory waterfowl. This includes the creation of new riparian habitats to
connect areas of natural vegetation currently separated by abandoned sand
and gravel areas or other disturbed or developed landscapes. One aspect of
the resource management program will be to site future uses and facilities away
from sensitive resource areas, emphasizing recreation use and wildlife

compatibility, that in turn enhances overall habitat viability.

Recreation close to home and work is important. The more regional parks and
recreation facilities can be considered part of a seamless experience that

begins at home or at places of work the more these facilities will be used. The
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Parkway has been recognized in the Strategic Plan as potentially one of the
more popular regional parks in the Santa Clara County Park system.
Community trail access will be provided to the Parkway from both the City of
Morgan Hill and the City of San Jose. Additional trail access and staging areas

will be coordinated with mass-transit routes where possible.

There are five Regional, Sub-regional, and Connector trails that are identified in
the Trails Master Plan that intersect with the Coyote Creek Trail and link it to
nearby regional parks and open space areas. These trail connections are part
of the Integrated Plan.

Generally, existing regional parks are managed for day use from 8 AM to
sunset. It has not been demonstrated that a compelling necessity exists to

extend normal day-use hours of operation within the Integrated Plan.

A significant contribution to the Parkway visitor's experience is the quality of the
intrinsic landscape of the Parkway and the recreation facilities within it. Staffing
levels that will ultimately be needed for continuing maintenance and
stewardship programs to keep pace with an ever-increasing use of the Parkway
are recommended in the Integrated Plan. '

The Parkway and its 15-mile-iong trail remain unknown to many potential users.
Conversely, the Live Oak and Toyon Group Areas located within the immediate
riparian zone of the creek are estimated to be operating at or near capacity.
Public information programs and signage, along with the development of
additional group use areas, are included in the Integrated Plan to better
disperse use throughout the Parkway to locations where the impact on natural

resources can be minimized.

For many park visitors, there is a perception that a well-maintained park
produces a heightened sense of safety and a greater sense of a quality
recreation experience. The Integrated Plan includes the identification of a
phased increase in staffing tied to new resource management activities and
improvements to continue the service levels for maintenance of both park

facilities and the natural Parkway environment.
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NEED: Though the County owns the Parkway lands around Coyote Creek, the control
C°°pera§:’ei:2 of creek waters is the responsibility of the SCVWD. Most resource management
" activities and recreation improvements that the Department could anticipate will
require cooperation and permits from a variety of regulatory agencies.
Cooperation among agencies and recreation interests is critical to realizing the
integrated Plan. Additionally, there is a wealth of interest about potential
agency partnerships and user-group and volunteer assistance that, collectively,
could be paired to fund, provide, and manage many Parkway programs. The
Parkway partners that could assist the Department in implementing both
resource management and recreation programs include, but are not limited to,
the following:
+ Santa Clara County Open Space Authority
* Santa Clara Valley Water District
¢ Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
+ California Department of Fish and Game
* US Fish and Wildlife Service
s NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service
e Regional Water Quality Control Board
« City of San Jose
e City of Morgan Hill
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41 THEME AND VISION

Coyote Creek, its stream zone and riparian floodplain, surrounding freshwater
ponds and wetlands, and nearby uplands are the recreational soul of the
Parkway. The vitality of the wetland and riparian habitat resources associated
with the Parkway corridor and the opportunities to enhance those resources are
its heart and lungs. It is these resources that make the Pafkway so0 enjoyable
and so important as a Countywide resource. It is these resources that, while
providing habitat to a variety of fish and wildlife, also provide a cool microclimate
that draws humans toward it. Trails and related facilities that bring people to

and along the Parkway, and the recreation and educational uses that are
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programmed for the Parkway, should be balanced with these resources so as

not to jeopardize the health and vigor of its landscape.

The following vision and fundamental guidelines provide direction for all aspects

of the Integrated Plan program.

The Coyote Creek Parkway is an outstanding example of a regionally
significant riparian habitat. It is significant in its physical scope, natural
beauty, diversity of species, and extent to which the corridor has been
preserved in public ownership. It offers unique recreation and
interpretation opportunities for all park visitors. Resource conservation
and stewardship values will guide management and development to
assure the sustenance of a quality riparian wildlife corridor both now and
in the future.

4.2 FUNDAMENTAL GUIDELINES

The following fundamental planning guidelines for the Parkway direct the
natural resources management (NRM) and the public recreation (PR)

components of the Integrated Plan.

NRM Guideline #1: In cooperation with a variety of partner agencies and
interest groups:

s The Parkway's creek, groundwater, and biological resources shall be
managed and enhanced to encourage native bio-diversity, preserve
resources, and protect habitats.

+ Coyote Creek and its natural floodplain should be restored, to the
greatest extent practical, to allow for stable hydro-geomorphic
processes beneficial to the preservation of a sustainable riparian
habitat corridor.

e Sufficient buffer areas between adjacent land uses and the riparian
habitat corridor shall be provided to protect and preserve the Vision of
the Parkway.

» Functioning habitat corridors that connect the Parkway with the
surrounding hills and open spaces should be identified, established,
and maintained.

» Collaboration efforts should occur to obtain adequate protection and
funding for the initiation and long-term administration of natural
resource management programs in the Parkway.

NRM Guideline #2: A continuous, multi-tiered, riparian wildlife corridor along
Coyote Creek shall be established through the Parkway. The corridor would
provide nesting, rearing, and foraging areas for wildlife species that depend

upon or use the creek, including threatened or endangered species.
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NRM Guideline #3: The natural resources of Coyote Creek should be
enhanced through active stewardship programs and adaptive management

strategies based upon the most current and reliable scientific information.

NRM Guideline #4: Adjacent lands that would benefit a stable stream
hydrology, serve as a buffer between differing land uses, offer unique parkland
opportunities, or enhance the existing park should be identified for potential

future acquisition and inclusion within it.

PR Guideline #1: Using the County Park’s Parkland Classification System, a
framework of parkland classes shall be established for the Parkway that guides

recreational development and use in the park.

PR Guideline #2: A continuous, multi-use trail system should be retained

along the Parkway.

PR Guideline #3: Existing recreational opportunities in the Parkway should be
retained where feasible and balanced with resource conservation efforts.
Emphasis should be placed upon day-use activities, with defined access points.

Water-oriented outdoor recreation opportunities may be considered.

PR Guideline #4: The Parkway shall provide an interconnected system of
recreational facilities, and interpretive opportunities of regional significance that:

e Are directly related to or benefit from, the natural, cultural, or historic
resources of the Parkway.

s Wil foster education and research about the ecology of the Coyote
Creek riparian wildlife corridor and the need to steward the creek’s
natural resources.

PR Guideline #5: Cooperation shall be encouraged with partner agencies,
non-profit organizations, and recreation interest groups to provide outdoor
recreation, education and interpretation uses and facilities to meet the goals of
the County Park system and, where possible, the mutual goals of these

agencies and organizations.
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4.3 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Table 1 summarizes the goals and objectives, keyed to the Fundamental
Guidelines that form the basis for the Integrated Plan. The Integrated Plan

described in Section 6.0 directly responds to these guidelines, goals, and
objectives.
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TABLE 1: Goals and Objectives

NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Goal NRM-1 Restore a functional floodplain along Coyote Creek, to the greatest extent
practical, to allow for stable hydro-geomorphic processes beneficial to the
preservation of a sustainable riparian habitat corridor. (NRM Guidelines #1, #2,
and #4)

Objective NRM-1.1 Cooperate with the Santa Clara County Water District in its programs to re-establish
natural channel functions consistent with the Integrated Plan.

Objective NRM-1.2 Identify and establish Parkway use area and facility setback zones from Coyote
Creek.

Goal NRM-2 Preserve, and where appropriate, enhance hydrologic connectivity through the
creek channel, riparian habitat corridor, and adjacent natural areas. (NRM
Guidelines #1, #3, and #4)

Objective NRM-2.1 In a manner consistent with the Integrated Plan, cooperate with the Santa Clara
County Water District in its efforts to remove in-stream structures, such as low-flow
road crossings, that act as fish passage barriers in Coyote Creek.

Objective NRM-2.2 In a manner consistent with the Integrated Plan, cooperate with the Santa Clara
County Water District in its efforts to construct a channel with a floodplain through
Ogier Ponds and a channel through the Coyote Percolation Pond / Parkway Lakes
complex. (Note: this is a SCVWD lead agency project)

Objective NRM-2.3 In a manner consistent with the Integrated Plan, cooperate with the Santa Clara
County Water District in its programs to repair headcuts and other severe erosion
features.

Objective NRM-2.4 In a manner consistent with the Integrated Plan, cooperate with the Santa Clara
County Water District in its programs to maintain or improve flood conveyance,
especially for high-recurrence events.

Objective NRM-2.5 Identify, protect, and where necessary propose acquisition of adjacent areas where
riparian buffers should be enhanced and/or increased to promote stream stability
and habitat connectivity.

Objective NRM-2.6 Relocate trails / roads that are causing or exacerbating severe erosion in Coyote
Creek.

Goal NRM-3 Encourage the Santa Clara Valley Water District’'s management of the
Parkway’s creek and ground water resources to maintain and enhance native
biodiversity. (NRM Guidelines #1, #2, and #3)

Objective NRM-3.1 Maintain historic groundwater levels to retain perennial and seasonal wetland
areas. (Note: this is a SCVWD lead agency project)

Goal NRM-4 Preserve, and where appropriate, enhance a continuous, multi-tiered riparian
habitat corridor with dynamic physical processes that promotes native
biodiversity and supports threatened and endangered species. (NRM
Guidelines #1 and #2)

Objective NRM-4.1 Restore natural floodplain functions.

Objective NRM-4.2 Define and delineate a continuous riparian habitat corridor.

Objective NRM-4.3 Eradicate or control key non-native invasive planis.

Objective NRM-4.4 Control key non-native wildlife species.

Objective NRM-4.5 Restore in-stream habitat complexity and structure (e.g. woody debris, pools, etc.).

Objective NRM-4.6 Where appropriate, restore understory and canopy riparian vegetation to increase
corridor width, continuity, and shade cover.

Objective NRM-4.7 Where appropriate, restore upland vegetation to complement the riparian habitat
corridor.

Objective NRM-4.8 Identify potential mitigation sites.
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TABLE 1: Goals and Objectives (continued)

Goal NRM-5

Preserve and enhance wildlife linkages through the riparian habitat corridor
and to adjacent natural areas for .the benefit of native biodiversity and support
threatened and endangered species. (NRM Guidelines #2, #3, and #4)

Objective NRM-5.1

Encourage riparian setbacks for future Parkway development and/or propose
acquisition of adjacent areas of upland habitat {o increase the width of the riparian
buffer from the edge of the creek on each side of the channel.

Objective NRM-5.2

Through use setbacks, site new Parkway use areas and facilities to allow for an
undisturbed riparian habitat corridor.

Objective NRM-5.3

Propose acquisition of adjacent lands or conservation easements in upland habitat
areas to link Coyote Creek Parkway to adjacent natural areas (primarily in the
southern Parkway).

Objective NRM-5.4

Where feasible, remove/relocate existing Parkway recreation improvements to not
restrict wildlife movement or pose hazards to wildlife movement along the Parkway.

Goal NRM-6

Protect, and where appropriate, enhance upland habitats to promote native
biodiversity and support threatened and endangered species. (NRM Guideline
#3) . : :

Objective NRM-6.1

Protect, and where appropriate, enhance grassland habitat.

Obijective NRM-6.2

Protect, and where appropriate, enhance chaparral/scrub habitat.

Objective NRM-6.3

Protect, and where appropriate, enhance oak woodland habitat.

Objective NRM-6.4

Protect, and where appropriate, enhance populations of specific special-status
species.

PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE MASTER PLAN PROGRAM

Goal PR-1

Consistent with resource programs, retain existing recreational use areas and
facilities where feasible. (PR Guidelines -#1, #2, and #3)

Objective PR-1.1

Retain and enhance, where appropriate, existing recreation opportunities provided
by lessees and permitiees.

Objective PR-1.2

Retain and, where appropriate, relocate specialty dog-use areas to enhance a
riparian habitat corridor.

Goal PR-2

Enhance the multi-use trail system of the Parkway while providing
manageable access points. (PR Guideline #2)

Objective PR-2.1

Re-establish a designated equestrian trail between the Silver Creek Staging Area
and the connection with the planned Llagas Creek Trail.

Objective PR-2.2

To the extent practical, relocate all components (bicycling, hiking and equestrian
use) of the Coyote Creek Trail to one side of the creek.

Objective PR-2.3

Provide additional trail staging areas to encourage trail use and accommodate
growth.

Objective PR-2.4

Provide connections to Regional, Sub-regional, and Connector trails as identified
on the Countywide Trails Master Plan.

Objective PR-2.5

Provide connections to the Cross County Bicycle Corridor

Objective PR-2.6

Provide connections to local trail systems.

Objective PR-2.7

Where feasible, upgrade the existing Coyote Creek Trail to meet County guidelines
for multi-use trails.

Objective PR-2.8

Where feasible, relocate the Coyote Creek Trail outside the Coyote Creek
floodplain.

Objective PR-2.9

Provide trail-related amenities.

Objective PR-2.10

Provide loop and point access trails accessed from staging areas and other
developed use areas.

Objective PR-2.11

Enhance the trail connection between the Toyon and Live Oak Group Areas.

Goal PR-3

Provide water-based outdoor recreation opportunities. (PR Guidelines #2 and
#4)

Objective PR-3.1

Develop a Coyote Creek canoe / kayak trail.
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TABLE 1: Goals and Objectives {continued)

Objective PR-3.2

Maintain the existing Coyote Creek fishing program and tailor it in the future to
reflect changes in the fishery.

Objective PR-3.3

Provide access to off-creek ponds for non-motorized boating.

Objective PR-3.4

Provide an off-creek regional swimming facility located in a natural setting.

Goal PR-4

Provide additional high-demand regional recreation opportunities that would
support use of the Parkway and the Coyote Creek Trail system. (PR Guidelines
#1, #2, and #4) )

Objective PR-4.1

Provide easily accessible group and family picnic areas.

Objective PR-4.2

ldentify areas that are suitable for mulli-purpose active recreation use.

Goal PR-5

Maintain opportunities for the Parkway user to experience a sense of
remoteness within the context of a rural riparian habitat corridor. (NRM
Guidelines #2)

Objective PR-5.1

Develop a standardized Parkway sign program.

Obiective PR-5.2

Locate new trails as far away from occupied dwellings as practical.

AGRICULTURAL AND HISTORICAL PROGRAMS

Goal PR-6

Preserve significant archaeological, historical, and cultural sites. (PR
Guidelines #1, #4, and #5)

Objective PR-6.1

Restore all, or portions of, the Malaguerra Winery.

Objective PR-6.2

Retain the historical character of the Coyote Ranch and lease area.

Objective PR-6.3

Preserve viable agricultural soils and, where appropriate, encourage agriculture
within selected areas of the Parkway and to buffer Parkway uses from other land
uses.

Goal PR-7

Interpret the natural and cultural resources of the Coyote Creek Parkway such
that the creek’s role and importance of its riparian habitat is appropriately
recognized in the context of the County and region. (PR Guideline #4)

Objective PR-7.1

Interpret the role of the Malaguerra Winery in light of the settiement history of the
Coyote Valley. .

Objective PR-7.2

Develop a Coyote Creek Interpretive and Education Center.

Objective PR-7.3

In cooperation with the California Department of Fish and Game and others,
establish a Watchable Wildlife Program and related facilities.

Objective PR-7.4

In cooperation with the National Park Service, interpret the story of the de Anza
expedition along those portions of the Coyote Creek Trail designated as a
component of the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail system

Objective PR-7.5

Develop an interpretive program and provide interpretive signage along the Coyote
Creek Trail.

MANAGEMENT AND PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMS

Goal PR-8

Enhance boundary management

Objective PR-8.1

In cooperation with adjacent property owners, include boundary fencing and signs
in the Parkway.

Goal PR-9

Provide adequate resources to ensure Staff can provide service that is
competent, friendly, well-funded, and excellent. (NRM Guideline #1 and PR
Guideline #4)

Objective PR-9.1

Add staffing and other management resources commensurate with Parkway
improvements as necessary.

Goal PR-10

Coordinate implementation of Integrated Plan options with potential Parkway
partners. (NRM Guideline #1 and PR Guideline #5)

Objective PR-10.1

ldentify Integrated Plan programs that would benefit from support or require
regulatory compliance in advance of Plan adoption.

March. 2007 Page 29







The Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department is charged with the

dual mission of protecting and preserving the natural and historic resources of
the County Park system and of providing recreation opportunities and facilities
for public use. County Park resources present a variety of high quality
recreational, social, interpretive, conservation, and cultural opportunities. The
classification of regional parks provides a framework within which system-wide
use and management strategies may be applied for the programming, orderly

development, and use of regional parks.

March. 2007 Page 31




Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park

The Park Classification system used by the Department is based on its Vision
Statement and involves five categories of regional park use throughout Santa
Clara County that were developed as part of the Parks Depariment’'s Strategic
Plan process. Attachment 1 presents the general characteristics of each
Regional Park classification that apply to the Parkway. Figure 4 delineates the
three regional park classifications identified for the Parkway. These are:

*» Regional Park Natural Areas: consisting of the creek and the
Riparian Habitat Corridor around it. This area is illustrated in Figure 3.
(see also Section 6.3.1 for a description of the Riparian Habitat
Corridor and criteria that define it)

* Regional Park Rural Recreation Areas: lands generally located
outside of the Riparian Habitat Corridor. These areas are illustrated in
Figure 4.

* Regional Historic Sites: lands that may include the Riparian Habitat
Corridor but where active use areas are located outside of it. These
areas are also illustrated in Figure 4.
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Resource conservation
and stewardship
values will guide
management and
development to assure
the sustenance of a
quality riparian habitat
corridor both now and
in the future

6.1 PREMISES

The Integrated Plan encompasses planning for both natural resources and
public use. It is a comprehensive, long-term plan for management of the
Coydte Creek Parkway as a valuable natural and recreational resource, unique
to the County. The Integrated Plan details how to manage the Parkway over a
10- to 20-year timeframe in order to facilitate public access and provide the
quality outdoor recreation experience sought by Parkway users, while at the

same timing enhancing the habitat resources of the Parkway most effectively.
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“Figure 5 provides an overview of the integrated Plan for the Coyote Creek
Parkway County Park. lllustrated are: the existing County Park; proposed
expansion areas that would create a viable Riparian Habitat Corridor; existing
and proposed use areas; and the existing and proposed alignments of the
Coyote Creek Trail.

The strategies developed to implement the Integrated Plan are consistent with
the Mission of the Parks Department and, where applicable, promote
partnership with other interested agencies to achieve implementation. The

Integrated Plan lays out immediate and future actions.

Section 6.2 addresses the needs for expanding the Parkway consistent with
County in order to best achieve the Parkway Vision.

Section 6.3 presents the Natural Resource Management Program and
describes its relationship with the goals and objectives outlined in Section 4.3.

Section 6.4 presents the Public Access and Use Master Plan Program and

describes its relationship with the goals and objectives outlined in Section 4.3.

6.1.1 A SUSTAINABLE PARKWAY AND THE RIPARIAN HABITAT CORRIDOR

The Integrated Plan includes resource management, public access, and use
improvement activities that will implement the Parkway Vision. A hallmark of the
Integrated Plan in achieving the Parkway Vision is the designation, creation,
and stewardship of a sustainable Riparian Habitat Corridor with sufficient
setbacks to buffer public access consistent with the Integrated Plan goals and
objectives. Criteria used to define the Riparian Habitat Corridor are found in
Section 6.3.1. The Riparian Habitat Corridor is planned to occur both on
existing Parkway lands and within future expansion lands to be acquired (see
also Section 6.2).

6.1.2 INDIVIDUAL RECREATION AREAS WITHIN A PARKWAY

In terms of public access, recreation, and education facility improvemenfs, the
Parkway may be considered, in essence, as a linear Riparian Habitat Corridor
with a series of individual rural recreation use areas tied together by the Coyote
Creek Parkway trail system. Each use area may be viewed by itself in terms of

potential uses and improvements that might take place within it.
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6.1.3 A SENSE OF REMOTENESS

The configuration of use areas and Parkw’ay trails emphasizes opportunities for
the Parkway user to experience a sense of remoteness within the Contekt of a
Riparian Habitat Corridor and rural landscape. To this end, the Perry’'s Hill
Recreation Area, with its size and proximity to Highway 101, is planned to
become a focal point for regional access within the Integrated Plan. This
emphasis allows dispersion of additional facility improvements and uses
throughout other recreation areas within the Parkway such that they will not be
overdeveloped, will remain relatively low-key, and emphasize local access to the

Parkway trail system.

6.1.4 COUNTYWIDE SIGNIFICANCE
Seven criteria used by the Department to help determine what regional park
resources, facility improvements, and activities would be of Countywide

significance are:

Cultural Use Physical

Characteristics Characteristics Characteristics

- Historic Value - Demand - Size of Area
- Accessibility - Resources

- Uniqueness of Use

- Regional Appeal
Further descriptions of these criteria can be found in the Strategic Plan. All
existing facilities and uses within the Parkway and those proposed to be
included within it meet one or more of these criteria, whether they are operated

by the Department or offered to the general public through leases and permits.

6.2 PARKWAY EXPANSION

The Integrated Plan presents a two-tiered approach for managing the Parkway
resources and developing facilities to support public use and enjoyment of

those resources.

The first tier involves immediate resource management actions and a palette of
use area and trail improvements that could occur within existing Parkway lands.
With the exception of the Parkway trail system, the proposed Rural Recreation
Areas and uses within them would generally accommodate most of the regional

recreation needs identified in the goals and objectives for the Parkway.
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The second tier involves a long-range vision for stewardship of the Parkway's
riparian habitat resources and creation of the Parkway trail system that could
best serve a growing population while protecting riparian habitat resources as
well as providing increased recreation opportunities involves expanding the
Parkway. The second tier of the Integrated Plan proposes Parkway expansion
to attain a sustainable Riparian Habitat Corridor and, in selected areas, to

realign sections of the Coyote Creek Trail.

Expansion of the Riparian Habitat Corridor along many sections of the Parkway
could be achieved by working with adjacent property owners through
conservation easements. This is particularly pertinent to areas downstream from
Metcalf Road where land uses are established and the quilt of property
ownership is complex.

Expansion of the Parkway through acquisition will only be achieved with the
participation of willing sellers and conducted in accordance with the policies of
the Board of Supervisors adopted in April, 1990 and as outlined in the Santa
Clara County Trails Master Plan Update, an element of the County General
Plan, adopted in November, 1995 (see Attachment 2). It is recognized that
expansion of the Parkway will involve negotiations with adjacent property
owners, and as such, may take many years to accomplish. Expansion of the
Parkway will also be an expensive undertaking and could likely be dependent

on a variety of partnerships for funding.
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6.3 NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

There are three inter-related aspects that form the basis of the Natural
Resource Management Program. These are:

* Riparian Habitat Corridor (see section 6.3.1): that defines viable
habitat areas to be protecied and enhanced within the Parkway and
around which public access and use is directed.

* Resource Management Actions and Priorities (see section 6.3.2):
that outlines a full program of resource management activities,
priorities and potential partners.

¢ Resource Management Zones (see section 6.3.4): that divide the
Parkway into specific areas for resource protection, enhancement,
and, where appropriate, expansion.
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How the Natural Resource Management Plan responds to the individual goals
and objectives of the Integrated Plan for the Parkway’s hydrologic and

biological resources (see Section 4.0) are summarized in Section 6.3.4.

6.3.1 RIPARIAN HABITAT CORRIDOR

A key component of the Integrated Plan is establishing, over time, a
sustainable Riparian Habitat Corridor along the Parkway. Figure 3 presents the
Riparian Habitat Corridor within the existing Parkway boundaries and where
Parkway expansion would benefit achieving a continuous corridor. Five key
factors of equal weighting were used to define the Riparian Habitat Corridor.
These are described below.

1. Existing Riparian Vegetation Limits -- Vegetation in the riparian area
provides a variety of conditions and functions necessary for bioclogical
communities to thrive. Continuity of vegetation is one of the more critical
characteristics of an ecologically healthy stream corridor because the functions
of the riparian corridor are uninterrupted when vegetation is continuous.
Vegetation is an important source of energy input into the food web, provides
essential habitat to équatic and terrestrial organisms, and provides thermal
protection and regulation of stream water temperature. A continuous stand of
riparian canopy and understory also contributes to in-stream habitat complexity
by providing a steady source of woody debris that falls into the stream. Woody
debris on the forest floor provides habitat for a variety of insects, amphibians,
reptiles and small mammals and birds as well as a surface for seedlings to
become established.

The extent of the riparian vegetation for the Coyote Creek Parkway was
determined based on the land cover type mapping conducted by the
Department, using the Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf system of vegetative
categorization (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995). The 39 land cover categories
identified in the Parks Department map were evaluated to identify cover types
classified as riparian (e.g., California sycamore, arroyo willow, mulefat), and/or
cover types that occur in association with riparian vegetation (e.g., open water,
freshwater emergent wetland). The occurrence of non-native species (e.g.,
giant reed) found in areas dominated by native riparian species were also
evaluated. In most cases the outermost extent of these land cover types was
used to delineate the band of existing riparian vegetation. Stands of riparian

vegetation (e.g., California sycamore, coast live oak) located more than 200
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feet from the main habitat corridor were not included within the riparian corridor
boundary as these stands are either relics of previous hydrologic regimes,
associated with other drainage features, or are presumed fo be horticultural
varieties. Large open water features such as the lakes and quarry ponds were
included within the boundary as many of these features currently support
riparian vegetation (along the shorelines), and historically supported riparian

vegetation prior to -madification.

2. Natural Levee Soils - Within the Coyote Creek watershed, the Garretson
Series (Ga), Cortina Series (Co), and Riverwasﬁ (Rg) soils indicate areas of
historical channel and near-channel floodplain deposition. These soils were
grouped together to form a zone that represents natural levee soils. These
soils are generally composed of a combination of loam, sand, and gravel that is
unique to the near-channel environment (Lindsey, 1974). Natural levee soils
are one of the most important features that distinguishes upper versus lower
valley floor vegetation along Coyote Creek, identifies those areas that are
connected fo the riparian zone regime, and offers a geomorphic guide for

future floodplain restoration projects.

These soils represent valuable non-renewable resources in the Coyote Creek
watershed. Since the construction of the Anderson and Coyote Dams, the
transport and deposition of coarse alluvium has been significantly reduced

along the corridor.

3. Suitable Upland Habitat for Selected Special Status Species — Upland
habitat can provide a critical habitat linkage for aquatic species.

e (California red-legged frog - Data on migration rates of CRLF (based
on studies in Scott Creek in Santa -Cruz County) indicate that more
than 75% of the adult population is resident at permanent aguatic
sites over the course of a year; 90% of frogs that were not migrating
between aquatic sites remained within 60 meters (197 feet) of water
at all times with the farthest any non-migrating frog moved from water
being 130 meters (427 feet) (Bulger et al. 2003). Based on this data
and the recommendations of Bulger et al. 2003 (funded and reviewed
by USFWS), the movement corridor for California red-legged frog has
been defined to be within 100 meters (328 feet) of Coyote Creek and
wetted ponds within the Parkway.

« Western pond turtle — Pond turtles exhibit a high degree of site
fidelity, in both aquatic and terrestrial environments. In lentic
environments (standing water, such as a lake or pond), pond turtles
often overwinter underwater, buried in mud; however, in lotic
environments (running water, such as streams or rivers), complete
departure from the aquatic environment is the norm (Reese 1996,
Goodman 1997). These turtles leave the watercourse in the fall to

March. 2007 Page 39




Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway Couniy Park

overwinter burrowed in duff or soil. This may represent an adaptive
response to the high flow conditions of winter in riverine systems. It
has been determined the average distance of overwintering sites from
the watercourse to be 167 meters (550 feet) (Reese 1996). Nesting
has been reported to occur up to 402 meters (1,391 feet) from water
(Jennings and Hayes 1994), but is usually closer, averaging 28
meters (92 feet) from aquatic habitat (Rathbun et al. 2002). Based on
this data, the movement corridor for Western pond turtle has been
defined to be within 167 meters (550 feet) of Coyote Creek and within
30 meters (100 feet) of the Ogier Ponds and Parkway Lakes.

* California tiger salamander - Loredo et al. (1996) found that tiger
salamanders may use burrows that are first encountered during
movements from breeding to upland sites. In their study area, where
the density of California ground squirrel burrows was high, the
average migration distances between breeding and refuge sites for
adults and juveniles was 118 feet (35.9 m) and 85 feet (26.0 m),
respectively. Therefore, although salamanders may migrate up to 1
mile, migration distances are likely to be less in areas supporting
refugia closer to breeding sites.

4. Minimum Wildlife Movement Corridor — Riparian corridors serve as
important connectors between fragmented habitats. Wildlife may use these
habitats during different life stages and travel along these corridors at different
times of the year. Without these corridors, fragmentation of ecosystems may
occur with an adverse impact to the geographic distribution of species that are
dependent on these corridors for movement through vital habitats. Reduction in
the quantity and quality of riparian areas may also reduce the population and
geographic distribution of migratory and resident bird populations. The
minimum functional width for a viable movement corridor (in this case, assumed
to be a width that does not stress the animal and provides some basic
trophic/food web functions and protection from predators) can vary significantly

depending on site-specific conditions.

Preferred corridor widths would allow for a single home range of species within
the Parkway, which would translate to a minimum corridor width for bobcats of
2.5 kilometers (1 mile) and a minimum width of 12 kilometers (5.5 miles) for
mountain lion (Harrison 1992). Within the Coyote Creek Valley, such a corridor
width is not feasible. However, the width of an urban wildlife crossing is
ultimately related to its length and the equivalent stress applied to each
species. A functioning crossing can be narrow, if it is short (Harrison 1892). As
observed in the Santa Ana Mountains, passageways used by a mountain lion
had been as narrow as a 1.8-meter (6 feet) box culvert when no more than 15

meters (50 feet) in length and juvenile mountain lions used a 2.6 by 3.3-meter
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(8 by 10-foot) box culvert that was 200 meters (656 feet) in length (LSA
Associates 2003). While movement is possible through smaller corridors, such
as the riparian corridors of many tributaries of Coyote Creek, a minimum viable
corridor width for wildlife movement has been shown to be 500 feet (Ogden
1992). The Movement Corridor was defined as 500 feet from the edge of bank,
on each side of Coyote Creek, in order to provide complete function for

terrestrial wildlife and some basic functions for avian species.

5. Meander Belt Zone (Geomorphology) — The purpose of measuring meander
belt widths along Coyote Creek is to identify creek migration pathways and
areas that may be prone to erosion. Assuming predominantly stable watershed
conditions, the width of the meander belt will remain relatively constant over
time; however, creek meanders that are located in an unconfined (and non-
cohesive) environment are intrinsically dynamic and have a tendency to migrate

in the downstream direction.

A meander belt width analysis was conducted for multiple reaches of Coyote
Creek within the Parkway. A total of ten reaches was designated along Coyote
Creek based on the orientation of the creek channel on the valley floor.
Meander belt widths were calculated for each reach and varied from 320 to

2,780 feet, with an average of 850 feet.

The meander belt widths designated for the Coyote Creek Parkway
characterize an expected migration corridor under a pre-dam hydraulic regime.
Due to the control of flows since the construction of the dams, it is likely that
these meander belt widths represent a maximum estimate of potential meander

migration under current conditions.

6.3.2 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACTIONS AND PRIORITIES

Riparian habitats are the heart of the Coyote Creek Parkway and provide a vast

array of functions that define much of the physical and biclogical character of .
the Parkway. While anthropogenic actions have altered these areas over time,

the biological and geomorphic functions have not changed, resulting in

conflicts. These conflicts are manifested in such events as flooding, channel

avulsion, and loss of habitat, all of which degrade the natural character of the

Parkway and its surrounding environment. Most natural resource management

in the Parkway will be focused in the Riparian Habitat Corridor and related
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upland habitats within the identified Natural Areas of the Parkway.
Management in riparian corridors will focus on maintaining and enhancing

habitat for native and special status species.
Table 2 summarizes resource management actions to occur within the Parkway

area, priorities associated with each activity, and potential partners that may be

involved in either the implementation, permitting, or funding of each action.
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Integrated Natural Resources Managemenit Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park

6.3.3 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ZONES

The development of vegetative resource management zones further provide

opportunities for the Department and others to undertake projects that effect

the prese

rvation, infill, enhancement, and expansion of wetland, riparian, and

upland habitats within the Parkway and Riparian Habitat Corridor. Attachment 4

contains maps that subdivide the Parkway and proposed expansion lands into

a series of resource management zones. These zones include:

March. 2007

Zone 1- Existing Riparian Habitat Areas: This zone includes all
areas within the existing riparian vegetation layer that are of sufficient
density and composition (i.e., insignificant or no presence of invasive
species) to not require management actions other than general
maintenance. .

Zone 2 - Riparian Infill Areas: This zone includes all areas within the
existing riparian vegetation layer that are patchy in distribution (i.e.,
lacking contiguous shade cover) and/or have a significant percentage
(>10%) of invasive species within the zone.

Zone 3 - Wetland Infill Areas: This zone includes all likely and known
wetlands located within the existing riparian vegetation layer that have
poorly functioning hydrology, lack contiguous vegetation, and/or have
a significant percentage (>10%) of invasive species.

Zone 4 - Riparian Enhancement Areas: This zone includes all areas
outside of the existing riparian vegetation layer that are within the
Parkway boundary, the flood zone, the movement corridor, the
meander zone, and/or riparian soils.

Zone 5 - Upland Enhancement Areas: This zone includes all areas
outside of Zones 1-4 that are within the Parkway boundary and within
the movement corridor.

Zone 6 - Riparian Expansion Areas: This zone includes all areas
outside the Parkway boundary that are within the movement corridor
and lie within the flood zone, the meander zone, and/or riparian soils.

Zone 7 - Upland Expansion Areas: This zone includes all areas
outside the Parkway boundary that are within the movement corridor,
but are not within the flood zone, the meander zone, and/or riparian
soils,
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Flan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park

6.3.4 GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND ACTIONS
The following summarizes how the Natural Resource Management Plan

addresses the Integrated Plan’s goals and objectives outlined in Section 4.0.

' surroundmg Coyote

rsees all m-

GOAL NRM-1

OBJECTIVE NRM-1.1 ¢

Comdor wr!l facxhtate the estabhshment of natural channel funct(ons
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' prowde flood protectxon
maintain ground water recharge

.
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GOAL NRM-2 -

OBJECTIVE NRM-2.1 In

OBJECTIVE NRM-2.2

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources Managemeni Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources fdanagement Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Naiural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park

lcalmprovements anticipated. See Table

OBJECTIVE NRM-5.3 P 0 conservatlon easements m,

ark ay to adjacent natural

‘etween the Santa Cruz
‘ Drainages coming off
in the VaHey, : mcludmg

el‘opment of much of thea

: acqutre Iands near the‘
arkway to adjacent open
""ou(d provrde protected
oundmg preserved open

ut of the Parkway and'}

propertres adjacent to

y Natural Resources

OBJECTIVE NRM-5.4 Parkway rec at!on;

se hazards to ’Wl|dl|fe

ey remammg movementy

ver, some exxstlng roads‘

eas degrade lts' functlon'
fe"or bemg sources of,
fthe road / trall network
drrynents, to _movement.‘

ses in recreational use of

sp

March. 2007 Page 67




Integrated Naiural Resources Managemeni Plan and Master Flan
Coyote Creek Parkway County Park
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Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Master Plan
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6.4 PusLic Access AND Use MASTER PLAN PROGRAM

The Integrated Plan involves changes in existing recreation use patterns and/or
facilities within the Parkway, and providing new features to provide enhanced
public access for recreation and interpretive purposes. Priority projects that
could realistically be initiated along the Parkway within the next 5 to 7 years are
identified. Specific actions that can occur within the existing Parkway involve
such items as: developing new access roads; renovating or developing new
muitiple-use trails and trail bridges; removing buildings or structures; and
developing facilities to expand use such as parking areas, restrooms, picnic

areas, and nature centers.

Figure 5 and Figures A-1 through A-8 overview the public access features of

the Integrated Plan and eight individual Recreation Areas within the Parkway.
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Figures T-1 through T-3 overview changes to be made in along the Coyote
Creek Trail. Tables 4 and 5 present a listing of area and trail improvement

projects to occur within the Parkway and identifies project priorities.

6.4.1 EXISTING USES

The Preliminary Plan retains all existing uses within the Parkway. Existing
permits and leases will be continued. Significant changes in existing use
patterns and/or facilities that are proposed are:

¢ Relocation of the Officer Gene Simpson Dog Training Area to Perry's
Hill after Perry’s Hill entrance road, parking and related support
facilities have been implemented.

* Relocation of sections the Coyote Creek Trail away from the creek
between the Burnett Recreation Area and Coyote Ranch, and
between mile 14.1 and Hellyer County Park (see Section 4.4.4 below)
once expansion has occurred.

*  Removal of the Parque de la Raza de Paz facilities with group use
opportunities transferred to Burnett, Perry’s Hill, and Monterey
Highway Recreation Areas once equivalent facilities have been
constructed in these locations and disc golf facilities are in place at
Perry's Hill.

The timeframe for these changes is dependent on funding opportunities and

availability of other locations for access and use.

6.4.2 RURAL RECREATION AND HISTORIC AREAS
The general public access and facility program for the Parkway is outlined in
Table 4. With the exception of ftrails, virtually all new public access
improvements proposed in the Preliminary Plan will be made within eight Rural
Recreation and Historic Areas located along the length of the Parkway. These
are:

» Live Oak / Toyon Group Use Areas

* Malaguerra Visitor Center, Ranger Office, and Staging Area

*  Malaguerra Winery Historic Area

¢ Burnett Avenue Recreation Area

¢« Perry's Hill Recreation Area

* Monterey Highway Recreation Area

* Coyote Ranch Historic Area

* Parque de la Raza de Paz / Disc Golf Area

Figures A-1 through A-8 present sketch plans for these areas to illustrate the

general pattern of improvements proposed within each.
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Vegetation

The landscape resources of use areas within the Parkway, though generally
located in upland areas outside of the Riparian Habitat Corridor, are to be
enhanced and managed over time based on the goals and objectives of the
Resource Management Program (see also Tabie 2). Generally the emphasis of
these upland areas will be on grassland, chaparrai and oak woodland
associations. Exceptions to the use of native plants will occur only within
designated historic areas around the Malaguerra Winery and Coyote Ranch.
Here landscapes that are consistent with the historic theme and period of the

individual sites, and are known to be not highly invasive, will be permitted.

6.4.3 RIPARIAN HABITAT CORRIDOR SETBACKS

One program objective of the Integrated Plan is to identify and establish
Parkway' use area and facility setback zones from Coyote Creek (Objective
NRM-1.2) and avoid causing or exacerbating severe erosion in Coyote Creek.
(Objective NRM-2.6). Setbacks are a key component of the Integrated Plan to
assure that planned recreation development and public use patterns also
protect the Coyote Creek stream environment and related habitat resources.
However, no one setback distance width is appropriate for all human-wildlife
interactions and all setbacks must be evaluated on specific conditions of
individual sites within the Parkway. An appropriate setback distance is
dependent upon site-specific sensitivities to disturbance of the wildlife species
present, the type of vegetation within the setback zone (e.g., tall vegetation
that acts as a visual screen from human activity), and the intensity of the
adjacent site development and human activity. Table 3 summarizes criteria and

use guidelines for Riparian Habitat Corridor Setbacks of typical recreation uses.
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TABLE 3: Setback Guidelines for Riparian Habitat Corridor Protection

Setback from edge of -
Habitat Corridor . s @ -
= = 5
free? EO|§ |3z |.§8 |,Eef|5:
- = = E [ =1 Do 28X
= a T 23 EC2B |35
c © = @ n = el
= &8 za 88 F228|58
I W= a3 o sy |<a
Within corridor X (1) X (2) X (2) X (4)
25-50 X (3) X
(3 and 5)
50-100 X X X
100 X (3)
200 X

Includes point-access or short loop trails for nature observation and fishing access;
may include canoe/kayak car top boat launch, boardwalks and fishing piers.
Activities and facilities within the 100-year floodplain are anticipated.

If corridor fully protected on opposite side of creek channel from public access.
Setbacks from creek channel should be included for water quality purposes. Bridges
across creek and stream zone permitted.

With topographic barriers and/or screening / barrier plants.

Includes activities requiring no facilities (such as casual picnicking) and limited
facilities related to hiking trails or water access features (such as those that support
observing nature, interpretive facilities for outdoor education or scientific research).
Includes interpretive facilities, family and small group picnicking, open meadow play
areas associated with picnic areas. _

Includes group facilities, special event areas attracting large numbers of people,
powered boating and waterskiing; regional swimming in a natural setting; regional
staging areas, and specialized recreation activities of countywide significance such
as model airplane flying and off-leash dog areas, or equestrian event aclivities.

Trail Setback Guidelines from Occupied Dwellings

The Santa Clara County Trails Master Plan Update, an element of the County’'s

General Plan, identifies a series of mitigation measures for new trails within the

County. These include the following guideline and mitigation measure:

March, 2007 P:

Trails shall be sited as far away from occupied dwellings as practical. Trails not
within planned road rights-of-way within the County shall be set back from
occupied dwellings a minimum distance in accordance with Table G-1. Where
setbacks specified in Table G-1 are not feasible, potential noise and privacy
impacts must be evaluated and reduced by use of berms, fencing, landscaping
and other feasible and compatible means, if necessary.

Table G-1: Trail Setbacks

Trail Setback

Land Use Category™ from Qccupied Dwelling***
Urban Service Areas 25 feet
Rural Residential 150 feet
Resource Conservation Areas
Hillsides 150 feet
Agriculture 300 feet
Ranchlands 500 feet

**  See Land Use Map, Santa Clara County General Plan
*** As measured from the edge of the trail tread

:
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6.4.4 COYOTE CREEK TRAIL v

The general program for the Coyote Creek Trail is outlined in Table 5. Figures
T-1 through T-3 illustrate the existing Coyote Creek Trail and associated
proposed access and public convenience facilities. Table 5 is keyed to the
mileage markers shown in Figures T-1 through T-3. Table 5 lists, by segment,
recommended actions and priorities to improve the existing frail to allow for full

multiple use of the alignment.

A variety of conditions exists along the 15 miles of Coyote Creek within the
Parkway that affects both trail location and design. Generally, downstream from
the Ogier Ponds, the existing Parkway trail alignment is significantly constrained
by its proximity to Coyote Creek, the width of the Parkway, and developed
lands immediately édjacent to the Parkway boundary. There is not adequate

area, for example, for the creation of a separate equestrian trail.

The Coyote Creek Trail is identified in the Santa Clara County Trails Master
Plan Update as a multiple-use trail. Portions of it also serve as the interim
alignment of the Bay Area Ridge Trail System (reference Regional Trail R5-C,
the El Sombroso / Penitencia Trail, that follows the Coyote Creek Trail
connecting Santa Teresa County Park with Penitencia Creek). To this end,
equestrian use should be accommodated along the length of the Parkway.
Where a separate trail is not feasible, a widened equestrian shoulder will be
developed.

Parkway Trail Widths

The existing Coyote Creek Trail is 10 feet wide from the Malaguerra Avenue
staging area to the creek crossing downstream from the Ogier Ponds (near
Palm Avenue). From that point downstream to Hellyer Park the trail varies in
width from 8 to 10 feet. As the trail is rehabilitated, County guidelines for new
paved multi-use trails are for an optimum 12-foot width with 2-foot-wide flush
shoulders (6 feet for equestrian use) or clear space on each side of the trail.
Trail Sections 1 through 4 present typical sections for new portions of the
Coyote Creek Trail to be constructed within the Parkway. Trail Section 5
illustrates the relationship of the Coyote Creek Trail to the Riparian Habitat
Corridor.
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Relationship of Coyote Creek Trail fo Coyote Creek

All low-flow crossings will eventually be removed to enhance the habitat values
of the creek channel. New, equestrian-friendly bridges will be provided to

enhance the continuity of the trail experience.

There are two hydrologic thresholds that affect the Ilocation, use and
management of the Coyote Creek Trail as portrayed in the Integrated Plan. A
normal winter release from Anderson Dam by the Santa Clara Valley Water
District is approximately 600 cubic feet per second. During these releases low-
flow crossings of the creek and some sections of the existing Parkway trail are
inundated. The most common trail segment to be closed is from Silver Creek
Staging Area downstream to Hellyer Park. The Integrated Pian therefore
recommends Parkway expansion to accommodate a new trail alignment from

approximately trail mile 14.1 (see Figure T-3) to Hellyer. Park.

The Integrated Plan addresses relocation of sections of the Parkway trails away
from the 600 cubic feet per second flow level or raising the trail surface so that
it is not impacted from those flows. One aspect of the long-term vision for the
Coyote Creek Trail (see Figure 5) is to relocate the trail to the west of the
Riparian Habitat Corridor between the Burnett Staging Area and the Coyote
Ranch consistently away from this low-flow creek channel. However, the
Integrated Plan does not entirely remove the Coyote Creek Trail from the 100-
year floodplain where the floodplain extends for a significant distance west to

Monterey Highway.

Trail Maintenance

Paved sections of the Coyote Creek Trail constructed after 1991 include:

« from near Burnett Avenue (see Figure T-1, mile 0.75) downstream to
the low-flow creek crossing near Coyote Ranch (see Figure T-2, mile
7.4)

* from north of Silver Creek Valley Boulevard (see Figure T-3, mile 12.6)
downstream to the back of Litton Industries (see Figure T-3, mile 13.9)

The typical design for these trail sections included a 10-foot-wide paved path
(composed of: 2" asphalt with fog-seal over 4" compacted aggregate base
rock) and 3-foot-wide shoulders (at maximum 2% slope). In addition, a 3-foot-
wide area clear of brush on the creek side of trail and 5-foot-wide clearance
beyond the shoulder on the side of the trail away from the creek were
incorporated into the design. Over the years this design has not been fully

maintained.
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As a high priority, these segmenis should be maintained to the trail's original
design standard per the Department's original 1601 Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement with the California Department of Fish and Game. If
necessary, renewal of the Depariment’'s 1601 Agreement in 2008 should reflect
a return to these maintenance standards for all trails within the Parkway. This
level of maintenance is necessary in order to assure safe shared use of the
trails and to accommodate equestrian use of the trail shouliders.
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